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Mr. Wurrren. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order. 

As chairman of the subcommittee I thought it well to invite the 
Secretary and his associates to come down and discuss with us this 
matter of the Taber amendment, which was included in the bill by 
the House under motion to recommit, together with the suggested 
language which was sent to the Senate by the Department, and the 
amendment as adopted by the Senate. 

The Secretary explained to me his tight schedule for the day and 
I have agreed—and I trust the committee will go along with me—that 
we will limit ourselves to the discussion of this particular matter in 
the interest of saving time. 

In order to be fair with the Department and with members of the 
committee, I think at the conclusion of the hearing we should include 
the various comments made to the Senate on all items which will be 
before the conferees. 

(The matter referred to may be found on pp. 55, et seq.) 

My purpose in asking you down here, Mr. Secretary, is that, based 
on the many years of experience that I have had on this committee, 
and however good the intentions of the proponents of the House 
provision and the Senate provision, I can see that either provision, 
or even that suggested by the Department, would have a tremendous 
effect upon price support programs as we have had them. I think I 
can see that under the language of either it leads to terrific admin- 
istrative problems. 

(1) 
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May I say that in my judgment the price support program as 
originally sponsored and as it has been continued since was, by reason 
of price supports, available to the total production; the domestic 
market stayed at approximately the support level or slightly above, 

It is my firm belief that a limitation on a part of production of 
any commodity that can go into price supports, thereby leaving out 
a sizable part of the national production, will force such production 
on the domestic market with a resulting drop in prices. As the 
domestic market is reduced by reason of a commodities or 
production, it will mean that each producer will of necessity place 
his total production in the price support et up to $50,000. 
Thus in my judgment, to say the least, under the provisions of either 
section you will end up with all production up to $50,000 in CCC 
inventories, because that part not eligible will reduce the domestic 
merket to some degree. How far is problem: itic. 

At this point I would like to read into the record the so-called 
Taber amendment which was written into the bill on motion to recom. 
mit. I quote from page 28, line 15 of the bill, as follows: 

Provided further, That no funds appropriated in this section shall be used 
to process a Commodity Credit loan in excess of $50,000. 

In connection with its suggestions to the Senate, the Department 
pointed out various problems that would exist under that amendment. 
ma ya" to that, have you seen other problems which might exist 
under the Taber amendment, Mr. Secretary ? 


DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS ON THE TABER AMENDMENT 


Secretary Benson. Mr. Chairman, I have before me the suggestions 
which we submitted, to which I think you have alluded. 

Mr. Wuirren. Yes. I would be glad to have your comments, in- 
cluding your suggested language to revise the Taber amendment, 
included in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


EXPLANATION REGARDING AMENDMENT MADE ON House Froor Limirmne CCC 
LOANS TO $50,000 (P. 27, Ling 18) 


The proviso in the House bill placing a $50,000 limitation on loans is in need 
of clarification on the following points: 

(1) The proviso in the House bill would apply to 1959 crops. It does not 
appear to be proper to apply the limitation to 1959 crops, since the production 
of 1959 crops is well underway and farmers planned their farming operations 
for 1959 in reliance on the existing price support provisions without any advance 
notice of a limitation on the amount of price support. The attached language 
would make the limitation effective for the 1960 crops. 

(2) The proviso in the House bill applies only to loans. Since price support 
operations are carried out through purchases as well as loans, any limitation, 
to be effective, should apply to both loans and purchases. Under the attached 
language the limitation would apply to purchases as well as loans. 

3) It is not clear from the language of the proviso in the House bill how it 
would apply. Presumably, the limitation was intended to apply to the total 
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amount of price support received by any one person on any single commodity. 
The substitute ey ee would make this clear. 

(4) Under the language of the proviso in the House bill the limitation would 
apply to any CCC loan. A number of the CCC price support programs are 
carried out through loans to Socperan yes which in turn make price support 
advances to their members, e.g., the price support programs for tobacco, naval 
stores, peanuts, rice, and aba’ The loan to the cooperative, as such, would, 
of course, exceed $50,000. The language of the House proviso would, therefore, 
seriously impair the price support program by preventing the carrying out of 
price support programs through loans to cooperatives. Presumably, this was 
not intended. Under the attached language, the limitation would not apply 
to the cooperative marketing organization itself but, instead, would apply to 
the amount of price support received by any person through the cooperative 
marketing organization. 

(5) Since the limitation in the proviso in the House bill applies to all CCC 
loans, it would, therefore, limit not only price support loans but also loans for 
farm storage facilities, and loans to the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
391(¢c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, for the purchase of con- 
servation materials and services under the ACP program. Presumably, the 
limitation was intended to apply only to price support. Under the attached 
language, it would be clear that the limitation applies only to price support. 

(6) Under the proviso in the House bill, no exception is made for a com- 
modity such as dairy products where price support is extended on the product 
of the agricultural commodity by purchases from processors and handlers. Un- 
der the attached language the limitation would not apply in such case, if the 
Secretary determines that its application is impracticable. 


Provided further, (1) That no part of this authorization shall be used to for- 
mulate or carry out a price support program for 1960 under which a total amount 
of price support in excess of $50,000 would be extended through loans or pur- 
chases made or made available by Commodity Credit Corporation to any per- 
son on the 1960 production of an agricultural commodity, (2) that the term 
“person” shall mean an individual, partnership, firm, joint-stock company, 
corporation, association, trust, estate, or other legal entity, or a State, political 
subdivision of a State, or any agency thereof, (3) that in the case of any loan 
to, or purchase from, a cooperative marketing organization, such limitation 
shall not apply to the amount of price support received by the cooperative mar- 
keting organization, but the amount of price support made available to any 
person through such cooperative marketing organization shall be included in 
determining the amount of price support received by such person for purposes 
of such limitation, (4) that such limitation shall not apply to price support on 
an agricultural commodity extended by purchases of a product of such com- 
modity from, or by loans on such product to, persons other than the producers 
of such commodity if the Secretary of Agriculture determines that it is im- 
practicable to apply such limitation, and (5) that the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall issue regulations prescribing such rules as he determines necessary to 
prevent the evasion of such limitation. 

Mr. Wuirren. My question was, subsequent to that and after fur- 
ther study, are there still other defects you might like to point out in 
regard to the Taber amendment ? 

Secretary Benson. I have none specifically, but they may be made 
apart of the rec ‘ord. 

Mr. Wurrren. I have asked that they be made a part of the record, 
including the suggested language which was sent up to strengthen the 
Taber amendment. 

Secretary Benson. That language had to do particularly with 
dairy production, as I underst: ind. I believe it was changed in the 
Senate from the language which we recommended, Mr. Chairman. 
Item (4) of our submission was, I believe, deleted, and we think that 
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is a rather important part of what we submitted. That particular 
section reads as follows: 

That such limitation shall not apply to price support on an agricultural com- 
modity extended by purchases of a product of such commodity from, or by 
loans on such product to, persons other than the producers of such commodity 
if the Secretary of Agriculture determines that it is impracticable to apply such 
limitation. 

That was in the original submission we made, but was deleted. 

Mr. Wuirren. I am aware of that and we will be interested in de- 
veloping that in the course of these hearings. 


COMMODITIES ACQUIRED BY CCC, 1954-58 


Mr. Secretary, in line with my views as earlier expressed here, I 
asked the Department to prepare for the committee a list of the basic 
commodities for the years 1954 to 1958, showing for each commodity 
the total production, the part acquired by CCC, the loans outstanding, 
and the part not acquired by CCC. That was prepared by the De- 
partment, and I would like to have that tabulation included in the 
record at this point. 
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(The table referred to follows:) 


Basic commodities, feed grains, soybeans and flaxseed: Production, acquisitions by 
CCC under price-support program, and quantity not acquired for crop years 1964 
through 1958 

[All figures in thousands] 





l 
Commodity Unit 1954 1955 





Corn: 
Production Bushel-_-..| 3, 057, 900 | 3,229, 700 | 3, 455, 300 | 3, 422, 300 
Acquired by CCC 250, 600 377, 400 415, 700 212, 600 
Loans outstanding 26, 329 49, 400 57, 792 
Not acquired by CCC 2, 825, 971 | 2,990, 200 | 3, 151, 908 

Cotton: 
Production 3, 14, 633 12, 977 10, 863 
Acquired by CCC........-----.] 3, 677 2, 421 
Loans outstanding-- > abel Sceiicbeian uals datas gealtnigs ah maida 
Not acquired by CCC , 899 | i 9, 300 8, 442 

Peanuts: 

Production. .-- . | heen 1, 548, 000 | 1,607,200 | 1,445, 100 
Acquired by CCC 268,400 | 336, 500 109, 400 
Loans outstanding-------- : ioc ire eo Lictingansacaiicresusmal') Semieen 
Not acquired by CCC , 279, 600 | 1, 270, 700 | 1, 335, 700 | 1, 532, 610 

Rice: 

Production.........------------| Ifundred- 64, 193 55, 902 47, 402 42, 935 47, 015 

weight. 
heme Ne OC 6h acs yence lage ekeeces 25, 140 23, 477 16, 771 11, 007 1, 082 
Loans outstanding . eel seeclid phic i ; 4, 154 
Not acquired by CCC......---- 39, 053 | 32, 425 30, 631 31, 928 41,779 

Tobacco: | | 
Production - - pani ont ..| 4,710, 500 , 207,000 | 2, 182, 200 | 1,668, 300 | 1, 737, 600 
Acquired by CCC_. — 7, 900 3, 400 ae wallmae 
Loans outstanding ; fk caiee 129, 385 270, 427 204, 440 114, 800 145, 166 
Not acquired by CCC ae .| 4, 573, 215 | 1, 933, 173 1, 977, 760 | 1, 553, 500 | 1, 592, 434 

Whe at | 
Production. ‘ oe 983, 900 934, 700 997, 200 950,700 | 1, 462, 200 
Acquired by CCC. sc catel 391, 600 276, 700 145, 300 179, 000 8, 730 
Loans outstanding : i : ia 2, 581 12, 961 493, 804 
Not acquired by CCC aoe ae 592, 300 658, 000 849,319 | 758, 739 959, 526 

Barley 
Production eal ae > 379, 254 401, 225 376, 87% 437, 170 470, 449 
Acquired by CCC 93, 685 | y bl, 53% 104, 689 1, 078 
Loans outstanding ; eS he 2, 48% 16, 150 65, 317 
Net aequired by CCC aia 285, 569 324, 053 312, 8! 316, 331 404, 054 





Oat 
Production ae 1, 409, 601 | 1, 503,074 | 1, 163, 160 300, 954 | 1, 422, 164 
Acquired by CCC___-.- 5 59, 672 36, 327 15, 105 32, 197 239 
Loans outstanding pcomdincainase eas : 5 2, 437 11, 991 62, 063 
Not acquired by CCC _| 1,349, 929 | 1,466,747 | 1,145,618 | 1,256, 766 | 1,359, 822 

tye: 
Production asccetl 25, 935 29,055} 21, 15% 27, 243 32, 486 
Acquired by CCC_-. si ‘ 7, 408 13, 180 7 2 7, 57 18 
Loans outstanding... ....._.._- lh ai : re = g 8, 030 
Not acquired by CCC_-. ogee , Oe 15, 875 19, 664 24, 437 

Grain sorghum: | | | 
Production ‘ ‘ ...-.----| Hundred- 235, 294 242, 526 206, 205 564, 324 614, 845 

weight. 
Acquired by CCC eacae ‘ 25 92, 609 | 32, 502 276, 227 92 
Loans outstanding ceeds genes | & 1, 693 141, 969 

; Not acquired by CCC ae 2 5, 149, 917 173,703 | 286, 404 472, 794 

Soybeans | } 
Production_- je ...--.| Bushel a 341, | $373,522 | 449, 446 483, 715 574, 413 
Acquired by CCC aon ushaieaenl 15, : 27, 305 44, 456 4 
Loans outstanding aeaP 2 Sais . lcainaen | 1 118, 787 

Fl Not acquired by CCC | 325, 53 373, 520 | 422, 141 439, 258 455, 622 

Flaxseed: 

Production. - nian Bushel | 41, 4!, 243 48, 009 25, 919 39, 543 

| 











Acquired by CCC. 8, 31 16, 728 659 
Loans outstanding — : = 10, 968 
32,520 | 41,212 | | 22, 417 27, 916 





Not acquired by CCC es | pas 


‘Production: Preliminary through Dec. 31, 1958. Acquired by CCC: Through Mar, 31, 1959. 
NoOTE.— Quantities under loan shown for 1958 crops of corn and cotton represent unmatured loans. Other 
loan figures represent resealed loans or loans in process of forefeiture. 


Amounts shown as acquired by CCC represent quantity of commodities for whioh title 
was finally taken by CCC. 





6 


Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Secretary, anyone who would look at these 
figures can clearly see that, with all the difficulties we have had in 
connection with our price support program, a very small percentage 
of total production has ended up in the hands of the Government 
percentagewise and volumewise. That table will show it. 


PERCENT OF PRODUCTION UNDER PRICE SUPPORTS 


In connection with that I also asked for a table for 1958—which 
I understand is the only year you have the figures for—showing the 
percent of production that went under supports. If you have 
that information for other years we would be glad to have it for 
comparison purposes. I ask that this table be included in the record 
at this point. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Comparison of 1958 crop grain production and quantities placed under price support 
Mar. 31, 1959 


[Thousands] 





| 
Quantity Percent of 
Commodity Production ! } under production 
support ? under 
support 


bushels _- ‘ 844 332, 806 

me. , 462, 218 | 609, 210 

_ nee , 422, 164 84, 443 

do-.-..-.| 574,413 139, 760 

ee 470, 449 | 107, 265 

do... 82, 485 10, 141 

@O..«« 39, 543 15, 121 
hundredweight_. 47,015 11, 584 
bushels-- 614, 845 275, 595 

18, 981 3, 522 


tot _~ 
SERSAS Lake 
aowoormwrenowo-t-8 





1 Source: Crop Production Report released Dec. 17, 1958. 
2 Press release dated Apr. 22, 1959. 


Mr. Wuirten. I also asked for figures on the proportion of total 
crop production placed under price support. A table on that was 
supplied to me which I would like to have included in the record at 
this point. 

(The table referred to follows :) 
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SUGAR AND WOOL LOANS AND PRODUCERS 


Mr. Wuirren. I also asked for information on the 1958 crop price 
support commodity loans of $50,000 or more. That was supplied 
with reference to various commodities. I would like to broaden that, 
and ask that the figures supplied earlier on sugar and wool be in- 
cluded by the Department in the record at this point for informa- 
tional purposes. I would like for those figures to be supplemented 
with a list of all wool producers and sugar producers whose gross 
production per year, including Federal payments, exceeded $50,000. 

Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman, they would have to be separated. 

Mr. Wuirrten. This is for informational purposes. The Depart- 
ment supplied it to me, but this will be a place where it will appear 
in print. 

(The table above referred to follows:) 
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25 highest Sugar Act payments 


Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co 

United States Sugar Corp 

Oahu Sugar Co., Ltd 

Luce & Co 

Lihue Plantatior 

Ewa Plantation 

Waialua Agricultural Cx 
meer Mill Co., Ltd 

hk ohala Sugar Co ce 

Kekaha Sugar Co., Ltd... 

Antonio Roig Suers. S. en C. 

Eastern Sugar sociates 

i Farm Co., Ltd 

q ries & Wir hin 

Hawaiian Agricultural 

Honokaa 

Olokele Su 

Mchryde gar 

Hamakua Mill Co 

0} r Co., Ltd 

\ ku Sugar Co 


, Ltd 


Gir e 


Serr 


Wailu 1 
Southdown § rs 
South Coast Cory 
Laut 
Kahu 


, Ine 


snoehoe S 


ku Pla 


igar Co 
tation Co 


Hawaiian Commerci 
United States Sug 


Oahu 


1 & Sugar Co., Ltd 
ir Corp.. 

Sugar Co., Ltd 
& Co 


Kohala § ; 
Antonio Roig Sucrs. S. 
Eastern Sugar Associates. 
Grove fF n Co., Ltd 2 
J. Serrales & Wirshing & Co 
Hawaiian Agricultural Co. 
Olokele Sugar Co., Ltd 
McBryde Sugar Co., Ltd 
Hamakua Mill Co 
Wailuku Sugar Co 
Olaa Sugar Co., Ltd_.- 
Honokaa Sugar Co..-- 
Onomea Sugar Co 
South Coast Corp e 
Laupahoehoe Sugar Co-- 
Pe peekeo Sugar Co 


1953 CROP 


} 
; 


| 


| 


| | 
| Payment per 
| hundred- 
weight 
of sugar 
company 
received 


Payment 


Hawaii___- 
Florida 
Hawaii : 
Puerto Rico-- 
Hawaili-_-__- 
| ee 
do ‘ 
do 
do 
do . 
Puerto Rico 
a= cae 
Hawaili_......- 
Puerto Rico...| 
Hawaii 
} 


ao 


do 


( 


) 
) 


Hawaii 
Florida 
Hawaii ; 
Puerto Rico... 


Hawaii. 


qao.. 
1 
10 


Puerto Rico... 
eo ——- 
Hawaii... 
Puerto Rico 
Hawaii 


Louisiana, -. 
Hewall...:.:.. 
| a 





Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co., Ltd 
United States Sugar Corp 
Oahu Sugar Co., Ltd 
Luce & Co., S.en C 
Waialua Agricultural Co., 
Libue Plantation Co., Ltd 
Ewa Plantation Co- 
Pioneer Mill Co., Ltd 
Kekaha Sugar Co., Ltd 
Kohala Sugar Co 
Antonio Roig Suers, 8.e 
Eastern Sugar Asso 
Hawaiian 
Grove Farm Co., 
Olaa Sugar Co., Lt 
Olokele Sugar Co., 


Ltd 


nC.. 
lates 


Agric 


1955 CROP 


$1, 151, 610. 81 
634, 541. 88 


o10, 


Hawaii. 
Florida 
Hawaii___. 
Puerto Rico_-- 
Hawaii 
do ij 
a0 cece 
COD gene 
60... 
.do nie 
Puerto Rico 
do 
Hawaii__ 
.do 
do 


.do 


009 
363 
794.77 


314, 398. 





_=_— eee ee 


a 


nent 


——— 


610. 
, 541. 
568 
354. 


599 
981. 
388. 
, 112 
077. 
009 
363 
794 
033. 
283. 
398. 


81 
88 
22 
97 


.9l 


83 
24 
05 
76 
25 
23 
36 


ff 


53 
48 
94 


) 


Suen. J. Serrales & Wirshing & Co 
Honokaa Sugar Co 

McBryde Suzar Co., Ltd. 

Wailuku Sugar Co 

Hamakua Mill Co 

Laupahoehoe Sugar Co--- 
Pepeekeo Sugar Co 

sugar Co 


On ea 


igar Co., Lt 
,S.en Cc 
ricultural 
ition Co., 


Sucrs. S. en C 

, Ltd 
Serralles & Wirshing & Co 

rn Sugar Associates 

ricultural Co 

Olaa Sugar Co., Ltd. 

McBryde Sugar Co., Ltd- 

Olokele Sugar Co., Ltd 

Wailuku Sugar Co 

Hamakua Mill Co 

Honokaa Sugar Co-. 

Onomea Sugar Co 

Pepeekeo Sugar Co--- : 

Laupahoehoe Sugar Co . 

Hutchinson Sugar Co., Ltd 


io Roig, 


rm Co 


in A 
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1955 CROP 


5 highest Sugar Act payments—Continued 


| Payment per 
hundred- 
weight 
of sugar 
company 
received 


lent 


Puerto Rico $0. 489 
Hawaii___. . 491 
do » . 496 692. 44 
_do 2 . 501 890. 15 
_do : . 503 | 610. 32 
_do 2 989. 78 
.do ; 5 162. 39 
do 14 761, 09 
do . . ol 210, 131. 30 


019. 48 
607.18 


Hawaii 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 
Hawali 
do 
do 
.do 
.do 
do 
Puerto Rico 
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 


, 188 
613 
143 


4 
349 


7, 299 
295, 804 
289, 741. 
278, 671. 3: 


WD 


243, 106 
236, 730 
210, 509. 76 
208, 303. 92 
206, 401. 06 


562. 2% 





Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co., Ltd---- 
United States Sugar Corp---- 3 

Luce & Co_...--- ; 

Oahu Sugar Co., Ltd.-.-- - 


Waialua Agricultural Co., Ltd-- 
Pioneer Mill Co., Ltd.._.--- 

Ewa Plantation Co_-- . 

Lihue Plantation Co., Ltd 

Kekaha Sugar Co., Ltd 

Kohala Sugar Co--- 

Eastern Sugar Associates 

Laupahoehoe Sugar Co 

Grove Farm Co., Ltd-_-- ‘ 

Hawaiian Agricultural Co-.---- 
Antonio Roig Sucesores 8. en C 

Sucn, J. Serralles & Wirshing & Co--- 
Honokaa Sugar Co--_-- 
Olokele Sugar Co., Ltd_- 
McBryde Sugar Co., Ltd_ 
Wailuku Sugar Co 
Hamakua Mill Co 

Olaa Sugar Co., Ltd-_---- 
Hutchinson Sugar Co., Ltd 
Onomea Sugar Co 


1957 CROP 


Hawaii-_-_- 


TEE 


Hawaii.....-.. 

Florida 684, 705. 

Puerto Rico 558, 388. 

Hawaii___. “« 549, 158. 5: 
Bia ax 498, ¢ 

ssn pen 493 

acenti® 488, 

468, 35: 

407, : 

395, 

347 

331, 

329, 

328, 

326, 

313, 52: 

303, 5: 

206, 


289, 


$1, 021, 303. 5: 


Puerto Rico... 
Hawaii 

ice _ 
noel eal 
Puerto Rico.. 


iD cians 


«508 





213, 
211, 192. 
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STATEMENT REGARDING THE IDENTITY OF ALL SUGAR CROP PRODUCERS, THE VALUE 
OF WHOSE Gross PropuCcTION Per YEAR Exceens $50,000 (INCLUDING SuGAR Act 
PAYMENTS) 


Inasmuch as the market returns to sugar crop producers do not bear a direct 
relationship to the payments made to those producers under the Sugar Act, it is 
impossible to obtain the value of sugar crop production exclusively from Govern- 
ment records. However, an estimate of the value of production for each of the 
producers could be derived solely from Government records by a computation 
which would recognize the scaledown provision of Sugar Act payments, varia- 
tions in quality of sugar crops and variations in prices paid for such crops among 
factory districts. Some of the basic information for this computation would be 
obtained from Government field offices and the computation made in Washington. 
The information could not be made available within the time allowed and it is 
believed that several weeks would be required to complete the work. 
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The Department does not obtain figures under the wool payment program on 
each producer’s total income. The application for payments which the pro- 
ducers file in the ASC county offices show the pounds and net sales proceeds 
for shorn wool but in the case of sheep and lambs, they are required to show 
only the live weight of unshorn lambs (pulled wool) marketed. 

For shorn wool, the payments are made at a percentage rate of the producer’s 
net sales proceeds to bring the national average of prices received by all 
producers for wool sold in the free market up to the announced incentive level. 
In the case of unshorn lambs (pulled wool), the payments are made at a rate 
per 100 pounds of live weight of unshorn lamb to compensate for the wool on 
the lamb without any reference to the price or value of the lamb. 

The indicated returns from the sale of shorn wool in the free market can 
thus be calculated from the payments by dividing by the percentage rate of 
payment for the particular year. 

Data on wool payments for the 1958 marketing year are not available because 
the payments will not be made until beginning July 1, 1959. However, listings 
of the payments by size were obtained from ASC county oflices for the 1956 
marketing year and the figures for that year are considered representative. 

Following is a table showing the names and addresses of the producers who 
would have had total income from shorn wool, including the incentive payment, of 
over $50,000 for the 1956 marketing year according to the listings of payments 
of $1,000 or more made that year as furnished by the ASC county offices. 








its for the 1 






PAYMENTS UNDER THE NatTIoNnAL Woo. Act or 1954 


Amount of payments on shorn wool for the 1956 marketing year, the indicated net 
sales proceeds received in the market to earn such payment, and the indicated total 
income from shorn wool including the payment for the producers having estimated 
total income from shorn wool, including the payment of over $50,000 


! 
| 
| 




















Indicated 
ao Incentive Indicated total income 
mE payment on | income from | from shorn 

shorn wool | free market ' | wool, includ- 
= ing payment 
S satin ier alin niin eth dlgachiasen tev ge rintecesai iaiiatctainaaanidi iat iiss eitedldiatigainl seksi 
3 Armour & Co.: 
; = West Fargo, N. Dak.......-.---.-- $53, 073.88 | $132, 684. 70 $185, 758, 58 
es Cozad, Nebr.._-- Sete atie 9, 172. 92 22, 932. 30 32, 105. 22 
Se Kansas City, Kans-.--- Secetetcond 1, 832. 74 4, 581. 85 6, 414. 59 
> > -_ on —— ~—< Es aD 
, be PON So pinn == deca aoe 4, 079. 54 160, 198. 85 224, 278. 39 
Sod =| — —_—=|j—— — — — ——— 
8 i Warren Livestock Co., Cheyenne, Wyo-...--- soe 61, 983. 80 154, 959. 50 216, 943. 30 
(eS ZS R. Sheep Co., Oildale, Calif... -_. 2 56, 831. 49 142, 078. 72 198, 910. 21 
I) | wift & Co.: 
ig | Omaha, Nebr... ---.--..----- eee 28, 364. 35 70, 910. 88 99, 275. 23 
=F South St. Joseph, Mo... . : 5, 231. 83 13, 079. 58 18, 311. 41 
i 2 Vernon, Calif. __. ee aa 8, 463. 92 21, 159. 80 29, 623. 72 
oS South St. Paul, Minn._... sale : 6, 417. 90 16, 044. 75 22, 462. 65 
» > a (a —- = $< | ———————_—__—_ ——. 
ia’ Total...... cane capensis 48, 478.00 | 121, 195.00 169, 673. 00 
5 es Bolthauser & Moyer, Inc., Fargo, N. Dak...--_.-- z 46,501.95 | 116, 254. 88 162, 756. 83 
2% Covey, Bagley, et al, Cokeville, Wyo.- haan Bee 46, 035. 35 115, 088. 38 161, 123. 73 
Bog Salyer Land Co., Corcoran, Calif... ; ; | 44,001. 78 110, 004. 45 154, 006. 23 
‘Sa Blair & Hay Land and Livestock, Rock Springs, Wyo----- 42, 792. 03 106, 980. 08 149, 772. 11 
S20 Deseret Livestock Co., Salt Lake City, Utah--- 41, 623. 37 104, 058. 42 145, 681. 79 
-os Paul Blood, Morrill, Nebr sone nonaee ube : : 41, 375. 14 103, 437. 85 144, 812. 99 
3 Be Bruneau Sheep Co., Boise, Idaho--..---- ; 39, 327.25 | 98,318.12 137, 645. 37 
on Herman Werner, Casper, W yo-....-.---- nS --| 36, 603. 87 | 91, 509. 68 128, 113. 55 
7 Es Hendricks Co., Flying H, N. Mex_--- 36, 233. 56 | 90, 583. 90 126, 817. 46 
238 J. E. White & Sons, Marfa, Tex_...--- 34, 051. 14 85,127.85 | 119, 178.99 
5 we C. B. Land & Cattle Co., Ely, Nev----- 31, 661. 84 79, 154. 60 | 110, 816. 44 
3s Flat Top Sheep Co., Jerome, Idaho. 5 31, 613. 91 79, 034. 78 110, 648. 69 
roe Ray W. Willoughby, San Angelo, Tex-- 31, 608. 89 79, 022. 22 110, 631. 11 
2 Frank A. Hubbell Co., Albuquerque, N. Mex---. 31, 243. 44 78, 108. 60 109, 352. 04 
B Redd Ranches, La Salle, Utah_...__. 31, 148. 49 77, 871. 22 109, 019. 71 
> 2 ¢ Table Mountain Co., Willow Creek, Mont-. j 30, 881. 31 77, 203. 28 108, 084. 59 
RUE Emmett Elizondo, Fruita, Colo...-- 5 j 30, 803. 14 77, 007. 85 107, 810. 99 
DS C. M. French, Willows, Calif... 30, 366. 08 | 75, 915, 20 106, 281. 28 
28D James Iriart, Bakersfield, Calif..............-.-...-.---------- 29,835.20} 74, 588.00 104, 423. 20 
5 z e J. R. Broadbent, Evanston, Wyo..............------- 28, 839. 58 | 72, 098. 95 100, 938. 53 
=D Palm Livestock Co., Elk Mountain, Wyo-..........-...-- _--.| 28.748 99 | 71,872.48! 100, 621. 47 
=> Seaton Ranch Co., Fort Shaw, Mont______._.-_-- Se ee 28, 510. 46 71, 276. 15 | 99, 786. 61 
> ee Bridegaray & Sagardia Bros., Fresno, REE ES 28, 241. 37 | 70, 603. 42 | 98, 844. 79 
>) 
328 See footnote at end of table. 
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PAYMENTS UNDER THE NaTIONAL Woo. 


Acr or 1954—Continued 


Amount of payments on shorn wool for the 1956 marketing year, the indicated net 
sales proceeds received in the market to earn such payment, and the tndicated total 
income from shorn wool including the payment for the producers having estimated 


total income from 


Incentive 
payme.ut on 
shorn wool 








| 


|} income 


Gaston Erramouspe, Rock Springs, Wyo . $28, 230. 86 | 
John D. O’Conner & Sons, Klamath Falls, Oreg 28, O87. 95 
C. F. Flower, Sunnyside, Wash_-_-- : 27, 905. 14 
W:rdlaw Bros., Del Rio, Tex ‘ 97, 809 30 
Werner, Inc., Casper, Wyo 27,651 38 
Jump Creek gg p Co » Bol se, Idaho ae: 27, 570 82 | 
J. P. White, ios well, N. Mex - 27, 425. 22 
Paradi ation 9.. Phoes 1ix, Ariz 27, 337 06 
Sutter Basin ae , Robbins, Calif 27, 299. 62 
Hatch Bros. Co., Woods Cross, Utah 27,065. 53 
E. R. E. Sheep Co., Bakersfield, Calif 27, 030. 64 
Mortons, Inc., Douglas, Wyo | 26, 617 87 
Coro Creek & Pioneer Co., Rawlins, Wy 26,578 74 
Fowlkes Bros., Marfa, Tex 26, 105. 22 
G. N. Nelson & Sons, Denver, Colo a 26,005 96 
Diamond Ring Co., Casper, Wyo 25,555 27 
Bidart Bros. & Tejon Co., Bakersfield, Calif 25, 340. 06 
Sullivan Co., Medicine Bow, Wyo 25, 269 79 
Joseph Mouren & Sons, Huron, Calif 25,177. 56 
Bar X Sheep Co., Rock Springs, Wyo 24, 968. 17 
Sieben Livestock Co., He ena, Mont 4 3 
Hixson Ranch, Ordway, Colo , 

Fred W. Bennett & Son, Mountain Home, Idaho 44 

W. T. Jenkins Co., Battle Mountain, Nev | “ 

A.J. A. Sheep Co., Buckeve, Ariz 1, 
Faure & Serve’, Quincy, Wash _- 4, 

Per 4, Land & Livestock Co., North Salt Lake, Utah { 

L. U. Sheep Co., Worland, w yo.. 

Mervin DeR :e, Starbuck, Wash 

Fine Sheep C»., Nyssa, Oreg -- 

Car! E. Nicholson, Boise, Idaho 

Bacon Livestock Co., Inc., Jerome, Idaho 

E. Quintana, Marsing, Idaho 


Ramon Pere”, Vaughn, N. Mex | 


Two Bar Livestock Co., Casper, Wyo 

E. V. Win”, Gerber, Calif 

Midland Dunten Sheep Co., Rock Springs, Wyo 
Weiser, Idaho ae 


Imperial Land & Cattle Co., Imperial, Calif | 

A.J. Vey, E:ho, Ore 

Bs We MeDonal d, Hurtsel, Colo 

Yo — h, Mountain Home, Tex 7 

Cc Lewis, Comley, Wyo 

F fae Mounta n Sheev Co , Phoenix, Ariz 

Sieben Ranch Co , Helena, Mont | 

Sycamore Feed Yard, Sycamore, Ill 

Ray Eyherabide, Bakersfield, Calif 

J. P. Ansolabehere, Bakersfield, Calif. | 

L. L. Sheep Co., Casper, Wyo-- | 

Joe Mendihurn, Oildale, Calif : | 

Stratton Shee ) Co., Rawlins, Wyo . | 

Lee B. & Harold Corn, Roswell, N. Mex | 
| 


Soulen Livestock Co., 


J. D. Aldecoa & Son, Boise, Idaho-_.- 
Jack Lane, Ketehum, Idaho 


Simon Harriet & Sons, Buffalo, Wyo 

H. H. McGee, Roswell, N. Mex . 

Shamrock Ranch Co., Casper, Wyo 

Pat and Abb Rose, Del Rio, Tex 

Manger Ranches, Inc., White Sulphur Springs, Mont 
Burke She*p Co., Casper Wyo 


Miller Bros., Inc., Cleveland, Mont | 

Espil Sheep Co., Glendale, Ariz 9; 
Parrott Investment Co., Chico, Calif : 
Green River & Big Sandy Livestock, Rock Springs, Wyo : 
George Coutis, Worland, Wyo , $58. 36 
Kuhr Land & Livestock, Cleveland, Mont 18, 909. 40 
R. H. Bennett & Son, Mountain Home, Idaho 18, 805. 72 
Magagna Bros., Rock Springs, Wyo 18, 770. 47 
Milton Rudnick, Bakersfield, Calif 18, 752. 15 


Pete Itiana, Deeth, Nev 
W.H. & W. E. Corn, Roswell, 
Field Bros., Sonora, Tex 


N. Mex 


See footnote at end of table. 





shorn wool, including the payment of over $50,000 


Indicated 
from 
free market ! 





$70, 577.15 
70, 219. 88 
69, 7 85 
69, 523 25 
69, 45 
68, 

68, 563 O05 
68, 342 65 
68, 249. 05 
67, 663 82 
67.576 60 
66, 544 68 
66, 446.85 | 
65, 263. 05 
65,014 90 
63, 888 18 
63, 350. 13 
63,174 48 
62, 943. 90 
62, 420. 42 
&< 

2) 

@] 

ty 

t 


Continued 


Indicated 
total income 
from shorn 
wool, includ- 


| ing payment 





$98, 


YS, 


808. 01 
307. 83 
97, 667. 99 
97, 332 55 
96, 779. 83 
96, 497 87 
95, 988 27 
95, 679 71 
95, 5 
94,729 35 
O4 

93, 
93, 
91,; 
91, 
89, 443 45 
SS, 
SS, 





66. 
65, 820. 
65, 696. 
65, 63: 
65, 232 
65, 018. 
\ 64, 222. 87 








| 
| 

























17 


PAYMENTS UNDER THE NaTIONAL Woon Act or 1954—Continued 
net 






















tal Amount of payments on shorn wool for the 1956 marketing year, the indicated net 
ted sales proceeds received in the market to earn such payment, and the indicated total 
sail income from shorn wool including the payment for the producers having estimated 
total income from shorn wool, including the er Bs over $50,000—Continued 

ce | Indicated 
“ny Incentive F Indicated | total income 

id- payment on | income from | from shorn 
ont shorn wool | free market ! | wool, includ- 
| ing payment 

3. 01 

93 Lloyd Sorensen, Elko, Nev : : $45, 797. 40 $64, 116. 36 
r 99 Smith Creek Livestock Co., Elko, Nev 45, 456.18 63, 638. 65 
> 5S Leo Shee p Co., Raw lins, W yo 45, 411.45 63, 576. 03 
1. 83 Bill Smith, Boise, Idaho, ‘ 45, 392. 18 63. 549. 05 
r 97 National Livestock Co., Carlsbad, ‘N. Mex | 44,489 28 62 284 $9 
3 97 Grabbart Bros., Emblem, W yo | 44,431 92 62 204 69 
) 71 Sylvan.Pauly, Deer Lodge, Mont | 44, 229 98 61, 921. 97 
wy R. C. Rich Sheep Co., Burley, Idaho | 44,212 28 61, 897.19 
ys f John and George Arkoosh, Gooding, Idaho | 43, 959. 65 61, 543. 51 
79 John Ellis, Casper, Wyo 43, 647. 68 61, 106. 75 
) 5B Big Timber Livestock Co., Billings, Mont 43, 394. 18 60, 751. 85 
. Fg Leland Ray Smith, Craig, Colo ‘ | 43, 374. 20 60, 723 88 
3 97 Charles Lau, Idaho Falls, Idaho sea ae 43, 157. 95 60, 421. 13 
) RF Hammett Livestock Co., Hammett, Idaho__---- | ; 43, 093. 02 60, 330. 23 
3 45 Peter H. Anderson, Alder, Mont _ 3 | 17, 202. 72 | 43, 006. 80 60, 209. 52 
) 21 Coffin Sheep Co., Yakima, Wash . oat 17, 103. 89 f 61 
1 97 Highland Livestock & Land Co., Emmett, Idaho 17, 091. 32 | 62 
1. 46 McGregor Land & Livestock Co., Hooper, Wash 17, 030. 88 42, 577. 20 08 
2 FG Estate of J. A. Manterola, Peoria, Ariz . | 16, 739, 46 41, 848. 65 ll 
12 Clayton Long, Shoshoni, W yo iden ‘ 1 16, 707. 27 | 41, 768. 18 | 45 
\ 41 Spencer Sheep Co., Idaho Falls, Idaho__- 16, 667. 83 41, 669. 58 41 
5 7] Frank Runyan, Hope, N. Mex 3: 41,455 82 15 
. 99 Buzzard Ranch Co., Aleova, Wyo 5 40, 908. 45 83 
7 13 Cokeville Land & Livestock, Cokeville, Wyo . 40, 786. 10 | . 54 
99 Taylor Ranch Co., Midwest, Wyo Te | | 40, 598. 25 55 
) 93 J. B. Saldubehere, Bakersfield, Calif sensual weet | 40,315 58 81 
11 Idaho Livestock Co., Challis, Idaho-_-.- et 39, 807. 45 43 
) 2] Ralph Faulkner, Gooding, Idaho_. | 39, 774. 85 | 79 
3. 27 Bn Mbe Sprinkle Co., Chinook, Mont 39, 671. 50 10 
| 91 Dan J. Cavanugh, Twin Falls, Idaho 39, 668.05 | 27 
» 53 MacKae Sheep Co., Paul, Idaho 39, 452. 30 | 22 
5. 39 Noriega Sheep Co., Bakersfield, Calif f 39, 325. 22 | 31 
+ 69 Cunningham Sheep Co., Pendleton, Oreg 15 39, 239. 70 58 
1 05 Mauricio Guerry & Son, Castleford, Idaho 15 39, 098. 48 &7 
7. 95 | Spring Valley Livestock Co., Caldwell, Idaho- - 15 39, 004. 35 | 09 
: 16 Gilbert Livestock Co., Alder, Mont 15, 38, 970. 45 63 
3 56 J. Perry Olson, Grand Junction, Colo 1! | 38, 946. 25 | 75 
3 97 John Pouchoulou, Montrose, Colo 15 38, 921. 25 75 
> 51 J. & F. Ansolabehere, Bakersfield, Calif. - li 38, 919. 92 89 
4, 67 E. W. Clarkson, Belle Fourche, 8. Dak lt 38, 898. 52 93 
». 43 Silver Lakes Ranches, Inc., Brackettville, Tex 15 38, 880. 30 | 42 
2. 20) j B. B. Dunbar, Uvalde, Tex it 38, 693. 75 25 
3 45 j Dalph Briscoe, Jr., Uvalde, Tex 15 | 38, 687. 78 | 89 
1.99 ' Rosebud Livestock Co., Winnemucca, Nev 1! | 38, 525. 68 05 
2. 47 Fernandez Co., San Mateo, N. Mex 1: | 38, 523. 50 90 
0 68 Pickett Sheep Co., Oakley, Idaho-- 15 38, 415. 70 YS 
). 23 i Yparrea Bros., Fresno, Calif | 15 | 38, 408. 25 55 
9 25 | Bertrand Paris et al, Cherry Creek, Nev- : 15 | 38, 403. 55 | 97 
9 96 Brailsford Bros, Inc., Hagerman, Idaho- , | 15 38, 285. 80 12 
3 00 Herbert M. Corn, Roswell, N. Mex_--- 2 lf 38, 237. 88 03 
6. 83 N.J. Meagher, Vernal, Utah_-.- | 15, 37, 947. 68 75 
2 33 John G. Indart, Fresno, Calif- swiin | 15, 37, 894. 50 | 30 
0 57 H.C. Dobson, Mesa, Ariz 15, 37, 806. 65 31 
7.68 Charles F. Waller, Roswell, N. Mex 15, | 37, 760. 85 19 
4 34 Marley & Whitney, Roswell, N. Mex_--- 15, a 37, 580. 45 63 
1 83 Mau Sheep Co., Rock Springs, Wyo 15, 37, 505. 40 . 56 
8 09 Fred N. Laidlaw, Inc., Muldoon, Idaho 14, 37, 439. 5 41 
5.55 Ben Roberts, Aleova, Wyo . 14, § 37, 366. 10 54 
2.70 W. F. Waller, Roswell, N. Mex : él 14, § 37, 310. 28 39 
g 00 Tom Drumheller, Ephrata, Wash 14, | 37, 193. 68 15 
7 95 John Mitchell, Ozona, Tex 14, 37, 112.05 | 87 
5, 45 Mark Davis, Casper, Wyo 14, 37, 107. 35 | 29 
1.09 Meagher Co., Hayden, Colo 14, 37, 096. 02 | 43 
46 Big Trails Sheep Co., Worland, Wyo 14, 37, 085. 78 | 09 
9 9) Ailison Ranch Co., Ft. Stockton, Tex 14, 7 36, 951. 98 | 77 
(0. 02 Harry Katseanes, Blackfoot, Idaho 14, 36, 899.10 | 74 
6. 65 George Clements, Picacho, N. Mex 14,7 36, 790. 32 | 45 
59 B. E. Wilson, Del Rio, Tex 14, 6 | 36, 740. 92 | 29 
E. F. Noelke Estate, Rankin, Tex 14, ¢ 36, 701. 22 | 71 
W.A Sterrett, Roswell, N. Mex 14,6 } 36, 666. 18 | 65 
J. P. Espy, Fort Davis, Tex 14, 652. 27 36, 630. 68 | 2. 95 





See footnote at end of table. 
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PAYMENTS UNDER THE NationaL Woon Act or 1954—Continued 


Amount of payments on shorn wool for the 1956 marketing year, the indicated net 
sales proceeds received in the market to earn such payment, and the indicated total 
income from shorn wool including the payment for the producers having estimated 
total income from shorn wool, including the payment of over $50,000 —Continued 


| 
| Indicated 
| Incentive | Indicated | total income 
payment on | income from | from shorn 
shorn wool | free market ! | wool, includ- 
| ing payment 


A. Saldubehere, Lancaster, Calif... ._- ee Pees , 613. 32 $36, 533. ¢ $51, 146. 62 


36, 375. 70 | 50, 925. 98 
36, 166. 95 50, 633. 73 
35, 967. | 50, 353. 80 

| 

| 

| 


John P. Cooney & Sons, Harl ywton, Mont heaiael : 14, 550. 28 
L. W. Roberts, Cokeville, W dtcae or - e 14, 466. 78 
Wm. 8. Young, Coalville, Utah es oa : 14, 386. 80 
B. B. Brooks Co., Casper, Wyo - 14, 381. 66 35, 954. 
White Acorn Sheep Co., Rock Springs, Wyo 14, 345. 68 35, 864. 2 
Little & Wilson Sheep Co., Emmett, Idaho ‘ 14, 304. 49 | 35, 761. 2 


| 
' 
i 
Ray Jarret, Briton, 8. Dak - ; . “1 589. 35 | 36, 473. 38 | 51, 062. 73 
| 
| 


50, 335. 81 
50, 209. 88 
50, 065. 71 


t Figured from the amount of payment which was 40 percent of the net sales proceeds from shorn wool 
sold in the free market. 


Source.—The payments for the 1956 marketing year were compiled from listings of payments of $1,000 
or more (submitted by ASC County Offices pursuant to Notice LD-40, January 28, 1958). 


Norte.—These figures on indicated income from shorn wool including the incentive payment do not 
include the income the producers derived from the sale of sheep and lambs. 


COMMODITIES UNDER PRICE SUPPORTS, 1954 TO DATE 


Mr. Wuirren. Now, Mr. Secretary, could you give us the total list 
of commodities that were under price supports, mandatory or non- 

mandatory, for the years 1954 to date? 

Secretary Benson. Yes, we could provide that list for the record. 
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(The information requested follows :) 


Agricultural commodities under price support, crop years 1954-59 


Crop years 















Commodities 
1954 1955 1956 | 1957 1958 1959 
Mandatory commodities: 

oe ee ABS Ae eS x = x p 4 x x 
Cotton: 

Extra long staple. _.-... Dakar P 3 x x 8 x x 

NTE eae iccdcdsetonensaneueen x x a x x x 
PRONE. on cccancahehackosuuccccauanan x zx p x b x 
Re ee one iat oe ele e 2 x xX ps xX x 
OMIOD Foi sins excess casewaueeucaes xX D -< a a x 
WER tice cuca douawhk Cadeccaeounaane x x xX 23 = x 
ROE! etic isabel gas eats x xX a bs > 4 4 
Dairy products: 

TOR Soo te ae eat ee eed > Bs xX x x | x 

DIRE S12. ctaenl do owas ce aernied = xX 7: xX aA x 

DMI, SIODMRG CNY 5 cos ancccsoarns xX x - xX oi | a 

WR oS eee ee, Oe inde hl ee de 
I ee a = xX x x x 
NR SEL, Po eliaianibauvlogameedne x x x x x x 
WEN Fa. ccna sentesxscaseemearenivebe x x x x x x 

Nonmandatory commodit | 

Ang AS oe ok et Se ots x x x x ¥ = 
MORE, OFS GUIUNE. ccc cccdcidnccustasnal zs * x x a x 
CE TTI AP X x x x xX z 
SUNN a Sac del nee ee cae - x xX x x: | - 
Naval stores: 

PeOUbra2 ca cSehedcses dddccteeenead - 1 x xX x x | x 

RORUIND 2 6c cc cpgexccnsueteeninl xX x x x Xx x 
Ee cdeccudanticckcuncaebabeeetee x 4 xX x xX x 
| on ee eee a xX x | XxX xX x 
Beremums. Srein ©. o.. -t-. ccwece xX x = x x x 
NN te eda Ps | xX X | D. x x 

Total number of commodities under 
ae ee la 25 24 24 24 24 24 























11959 crop programs not yet announced but counted in total as they are mandatory commodities. 

2 After 1954 mohair and wool have been supported through incentive payments under the National Wool 
Act of 1954. The 1954 clips were supported by price support loans. No mohair has been placed under 
support to date. 

3’ Mandatory commodities beginning with the 1959 crop. 


Note.—Generally the total does not include byproducts or various types of commodity. 


Mr. Wuirrten. Could you give me approximately the number of 
such commodities now ? 
Mr. Sorkin. Approximately 22. 


EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATION OF THE TABER AMENDMENT 


Mr. Wurrren. In connection with those figures and the language 
of the Taber amendment as changed. by, the Senate, it would mean 
that no person as defined in the Senate amendment could put into the 
price-support program over $50,000 in total production of any one 
of those commodities or any combination of any or all of the 22 dif- 
ferent commodities. 

Mr. Secretary, could you tell me how in the world you could 
effectively administer that ? 

Mr. McLain. There would be two ways it could be done, Mr. 
Chairman. One would be a very costly way, namely, that we would 
cross-check before we issued a loan, prior to the time we did it, and 
that would mean setting up a system of cross-checking which would 
involve considerable expense. 
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The other way, and I think the way we would try to carry it out, 
would be on the basis of certification by the individual. 

If we followed that way of doing it, then we would have, obviously, 
to make some spot checks. It would have to be watched closely by our 
auditors. Of the two approaches, I think this would be a lot the less 
costly, and I think we would look at it from that standpoint. Most 
people, we have found over the years, contrary to the belief of some, 
are pretty careful when they put their name on a certificate that 
thus and thus is so. There are not many liars in the world, and not 
many farmers are in this category, that is, intentionally, and I think 
it could be pretty well kept under control by this method and the 
system of checking. 

If you went the other route it would cost more money to do it, and 
in some cases it could cause some delay in the individual getting the 
loan. 

Secretary Benson. May I add, Mr. Chairman, that in the case of 
eligibility for voting in a referendum, for example, on the various 
commodities, we do take the. farmer’s certification that he intends to 
grow wheat, for example, or some other commodity. We accept that 
on its face value, and with what spot checking we have done I think 
we have found it was a satisfactory method. 

Mr. Wuirren. What you are describing, Mr. McLain and Mr. Sec- 
retary, is one method where you enforce this provision by positive 
action of the Department. That is one course. What is your esti- 
mate as to the cost if you set out to enforce the provision in this 
way? Tomeit would seem a terrific job. 

Mr. McLatrn. I do not think we could give you an accurate esti- 
mate. I think it would be unwise to attempt to make an estimate. 

Mr. Wutrren. Do you agree it would be a tremendous job? 

Mr. McLain. It would cost added funds to do it. 


RELIABILITY OF ‘INDIVIDUAL CERTIFICATES 


Mr. Wuirren. Then the other course is not to enforce it at all in 
advance, but to rely on the certificate of the farmer. 

Mr. McLarn. With a system of checking, yes. 

Mr. Wurrtren. If you found that you had some certificates that did 
not hold up, would that leave the man subject to prosecution as well 
as suit under existing law ? 

Mr. McLarn. I think Mr. Shulman should answer that. 

Mr. Suutman. Yes, he would be subject to prosecution for making 
a false certificate and to civil suit. 

Mr. Wuirtten. I have fully as much confidence in farmers as you 
have. But having been a district attorney and having had testimony in 
these hearings about your experience with the acreage reserve, and 
being familiar with the Comptroller General’s findings, I will have to 
say the record speaks for itself. 

When we had no control programs in certain areas for several 
years and therefore had no acreage records, producers were re- 
quired to certify how many acres they had of certain price-support 
commodities for the years for which you had no records. Are you 
familiar with the fact in some counties and in some States the total 
acres certified as having been in price-support commodities for those 
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21 
years exceeded the total number of acres in the county? Are you 
familiar with that ? 

Mr. McLarty. There have been areas of overstatement, as you have 
stated. 

Mr. Wuirren. I asked, are you familiar with the fact that that 
happened ? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Wuitren. Now go ahead. 

Mr. McLarn. But I think in that area it was much more difficult 
to check what had actually been planted on farms 3 or 4 or 5 years 
before than it would be to check in this instance. We will have the 
records on these loans whereas we did not have a record on the crops 
raised. I think there is a point of difference in this area. In many 
instances no one knew other than the farmer himself what was planted 
in the years we are talking about. In this instance we will have the 
records, and the farmer understands this, whereas when he was stating 
the acres planted from his records he knew right well that no one in 
the Department had those records. So I think that is quite a point 
of difference. 

Mr. Wuirren. I understand there is a difference. However, in 
our acreage reserve and other activities our experience has not been 
too happy. 


NUMBER OF FARMERS AFFECTED BY THE LIMITATION 


Secretary Benson. There is another point we should keep in mind, 
too, Mr. Chairman. According to our technicians, based on past 
history, the $50,000 limitation we are talking about would not affect 
over about 5,000 farmers, so you are not dealing with millions of 
farmers; you are dealing with a relatively small number. 

Mr. Wuirren. Who gave you that information, Mr. Secretary, if I 
might ask? There is nothing to indicate the figure is.that low. 

Seeretary Benson. Our technicians in the Department. 

Mr. Sorkin. Mr. Beach has had a group working on this. 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Beach, you made that determination based upon 
the loans that had heretofore been made, did you not ? 

Mr. Bracn. It was a matter of judgment based primarily on the 
number of acres in acreage allotments and a matter of judgment with 
regard to loans made. 

Mr. Wuirren. It was based on loans that had heretofore been 
made? You have no figures as to the number of farms per person, 
the loans per farm, or production that went on the domestic market 
without going through the loan? Le 

Mr. Bracu. The size of individual loans on individual commodities 
and the size of acreage allotments were the two factors used in making 
the-estimate. 

Mr. Wuitten. In my area I happen to know one individual who 
produces rice, soybeans, and cotton. He is also in the dairy business 
and had 40 acres of goldfish. 

Mr. Horan. Of what? 

Mr. Wurrren. Goldfish. 

Where do you bring together in any of the records of the Depart- 
ment any information whatsoever about an individual that might have 
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such a variety of activities, and might even have some land in the 
States of Arkansas and Tennessee ? 

Mr. Breacn. We do not have that information. We take the fre- 
quency distributions on the size of acreage allotments and on loans on 
nonbasics, and call on the judgment of the people most familiar with 
the loan programs. Based on the combined judgment of the cotton 
people and grain people and of our general economist, we came to the 
conclusion that 5,000 was about the number. It is purely a guess and 
a matter of judgment. 

Mr. Wuirren. Is Mr. Wells here? 

Secretary Benson. No, he is not here. 

Mr. Wuirtren. What percentage of the American farmers produce 
price-support commodities, including any combination of the 22, in 
excess of $50,000 worth, volumewise ? 

Mr. Bracu. I don’t think anyone could tell you from our records, 
sir. 

Secretary Benson. Are you talking about gross, everything, live- 
stock and everything? 

Mr. Wuirrten. No, of the 22 commodities. 

Mr. Sorkin. I would say 1 percent. 

Mr. Wurrren. You say easily I don’t believe you have any evidence 
to support that. You have reference to one commodity or the whole 
999 

Mr. Sorxrn. The 1954 census has a breakdown of gross income in 
excess of $25,000. We have the information by States. That is the 
only breakdown which shows gross receipts and it is based on gross 
income for 1954. 

Mr. Wnuirten. Could we have the full story from the official census. 
T know the Secretary has pointed out to the committee that 44 percent 
of the farmers produce 91 percent of commercial production. I know 
a relatively small percentage produce a large percentage. Farms are 
getting larger. Have you brought that down to date? 

Nir. Sorkin. Yes. 

Mr. Wuitten. Could we have the latest figures from the official 
census report plus your estimate as to subsequent changes. I have 
heard the Department say the farms are getting larger and larger and 
larger, so T am sure there would be con siderable change in the situa- 
tion since 1954, based on the Department’s testimony. Could we have 
supplied to the committee the latest figures? I would like Mr. Pope 
to check prior hearings. We have information on cotton—I would like 
this to be included in the record. It may be necessary to have further 
sessions on these figures at a later date. 

Mr. Sorkr1n. Do you want the census data by States or on a national 
basis ? 

Mr. Waurrren. I think on the national basis is sufficient. 

Mr. Horan. What are you asking for now, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Wiiirren. I am asking the total number of people, percentage- 
wise, who produce in excess of $50,000 gross of agricultural price- 
supported commodities. 

Mr. Horan. That is by States? 

Mr. Wuirren. [asked for it on a national basis. 

Secretary Benson. It would be more meaningful by States. 

Mr. Horan. On the Federal level you may find corporate farm 
poe that farm in more than one State, so I think we should have 
it by States. 
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Mr. Wuirren. The Taber amendment applies nationally, thus my 
request for national figures. My purpose is to see what part of the 
total production might be outside the price-support program. You 
might supply it for ‘the use of the committee on a State basis, too, if 
you wish. 

Mr. Horan. When you get down to me I want it more detailed than 
that. 

Mr. Sorkin. We have a State summary and a national summary, 
so we can provide both. 

(The information requested of the Department follows :) 


Number of farms, value of sales and acreage in farms, by economic class of farm by 
States, 1954 Census of Agriculture 


Number of farms Value of sales | Acreage in farms 
—_—_—_—__-—_— 

Percent | Number Percent 

of total | of total 


State and class | 
Number Percent | Amount 
of total | 





| 1,000 dollars 1,000 acres 








United States..........-} 4, 783, 021 100.0 | 24, 813, 570 | 100. 0 1, 160, 044 100. 0 
iene FB Ss ok | «134, 003 | 28! 7,767,928] 31.3 | 259,848 | 22.4 
ON TR ns ea ee ee ed 448, 945 9.4 | 6, 683, 635 | 26.9 | 241, 452 | 20.8 
ae Seal 706, 929 14.8 5, 084, 640 | 20. 5 220, 520 | 19.0 
0 ea ae Ft 811, 965 17.9 3, 008, 511 | 2.1 163, 216 | 14.1 
Class V Sr Joos ae 763, 348 | 16.0 1, 413, 640 5.7 102, 515 8.8 
Class VI_- ee eels 462, 427 9.7 | 349, 518 1.4 44,915 | 3.9 
Part-time.__.__- ee aainciaiall 574, 575 12.0 356, 695 1.4 46, 626 4.0 
Residential.............--.- -| 878, 136 18. 4 | 63, 851 0.3 41, 896 3.6 
EIND iis bchchucoc cues : 2, 693 0.1 85, 133 | 0.4 39, 055 3.4 

| 
Criteria for economic classes of farms 
Commercial farms ° Value of farm products sold 
ed a oh ee ~ $25,000 or more. 

I ee $10,000 to $24,999. 

PUI sid anise as teratoma a i ae _.__ $5,000 to $9,999. 

CHOU Oise tbc ebiee award z $2,500 to $4,999. 

SI te ie cc so ortertera tint: tractslcn art de call eres siaiistenisten wiicaeidctas! Le ae 

i eee ee VE 
Other farms: 

IRN oo ho he ee Poe $250 to $1,199. 

PNR 2 Src ti eacicsehtien aeons ___._. Less than $250. 

Ia a i a Sn ee ak tag 


The value of sales criterion for class IV commercial farms and for part-time farms is 
the same. Class IV farms are those in the value of sales range where the farm operator 
reported less than 100 days of off-farm work and the income of operator and his family 
from nonfarm sources was less than value of all farm products sold. Part-time farms, on 
the other hand, are those in the value of sales range where the operator reported 100 days 
or more of off-farm work or income of the farm operator and his family from nonfarm 
sources was greater than value of all farm products sold. 

‘ 2 Institutional farms, experimental farms, grazing associations, community-project 
arms, etc. 


Notge.—The foregoing information includes value of sales on all commodities produced 
on the farms. No data are available with respect to which portion is applicable to price 
Supported commodities. 


Norre.—Data based on post-enumeration surveys were subsequently 
supplied by the Department to indicate the projected number of farms 
i various categories through 1958. These data may be found on 


page 97 - 
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(Additional information inserted by the Committee follows:) 


Percentage distribution of number of farms reporting cotton and of production 
according to economic classes and groups of States, 1954 

















4South- | 5 Mid- | Oklahoma | California, 
| eastern | Southern | and | Arizona, All 14 
States | States | Texas and New States 
| | | Mexico 
| | 
ECONOMIC CLASS 
I. Percent of farms : 0.2 | 0.5 1.0 0.7 | 2.4 
Percent of production _-__-_- : | 9} 6.7 | 12.9 17.4 | 37.9 
II. Percent of farms Sita 9 | 1.2 | 2.2 5 | 4.8 
Percent of production -__-. hicks nl 1.5 | 3.9 7.5 1.8 | 14.7 
III. Percent of farms we 3.7 | x1 2.9 .3 | 10.0 
Percent of production 27 | 5.2 | 4.3 6 | 12.8 
IV. Percent of farms 9.1 | 8.4 3.9 2 21.6 
Percent of production 4.7 | 8.0 2.9 : 15.8 
V. Percent of farms 10.3 | 14.0 3.6 as 28. 0 
Percent of production 4.0 | 1 1.4 1} 12.6 
VI. Percent of farms 7.8 | 8.0 2.0 (‘) 17.8 
Percent of production. 1.6 LF 4 () 3.7 
Part time percent of farms 5.5 4.0 1.7 () 11.2 
Percent of production 1.0 7 +3 ( | 2.0 
Residential percent of farms 2s 1.3 7 ( 4.1 
Percent of production 1] ; (1) (1) | a 
Abnormal! percent of farms (1) (1) (1) (1) (*) 
Percent of production (1) | (1) 1) sa 
All classes 
Percent of farms 39. 6 40.5 18.0 1.8 100.0 
Percent of production i 16.5 | 33.5 29.8 20. 2 | 100.0 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF BALES PRODUCED PER FARM, 19% 
—, : | “a 
I ‘ 67.0 184.8 184.7 372. 2 | 227.8 
IT. 24.1 | 49.6 §2.1 46.3 
a ; : eS 11.2 | 25.3 22.2 19.2 
IV ee a ee 7.8 14.1 | 11.3 | 10.9 
Vv ; Senet ebegernosanee a. 5.7 | 7.6 5.8 6.7 
VI o 4 i es 3.2 | 3.3 | 2.6 | | 3.2 
Een ee 2.7 | 2.6 | 2.3 | 2.6 
Residential. - ‘i x 1.0 4] 9 | | 1.0 
Abnormal : eo : | Bi ctss Seema ait ae = ae atl 268.6 
All classes . wats ‘ 6.3 12. 4 24.8 162. 4 | 15.0 
NUMBER OF FARMS REPORTING COTTON IN 1954 BY ECONOMIC CLASSES 
[Thousands of farms] 
I. $25,000 and up 4 aig EO Soe C73 4.6 8.9 5.9 | 21.3 
II. $10,000 to $25,000__---- ‘ i 8.0 10.1 18. 5 4,2 40.8 
III. $5,000 to $10,000____.__-__- ae 31.2 | 26.1 | 24.8 2.8 84.9 
IV. $2,500 to $5,000-_-- Seinees : 77.9 72.0 | 33. 2 171 184.8 
V. $1,200 to $2,500__ a alae 88.0 119.3 30.3 8 238. 4 
VI. $250 to $1,200. -.......----- Sai 66.4 | 67.9 17.3 | 2 | 151.8 
Part time ‘ aaa ; sate 46.6 33. 9 14.3 | 2 95.0 
Residential ; - ze hic d 11.1 | 6.0 | (2) 34.8 
Abnormal _-_---.-- Sebi $ : (?) (2 (2) (2) . 
A Soe ascaaeute Widsdecse 337.6 | 345.0 153.4 15.9 | 851.9 


Less than 0.5 percent 
2 Less than 50. 


Nore.—The 1954 agricultural census shows that 21,300 farms reporting cotton were in the highest eco- 
nomic class (class No. I). These farms, while representing only 2.4 percent of all of the farms reporting 
cotton, produced 37.9 percent of the entire cotton crop 

A further breakdown of the average number of bales produced per farm in 1954 shows that 21,300 farms 
produced an average of 227.8 bales per farm. The trend toward larger and more economic farm units has 
been faster in recent years and it is reasonable to assume that the average number of bales produced on 
farms in this economic class is greater at present than in 1954. 
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Mr. Wuirten. Now we come down to the next question: 


SUPPORT LEVELS AND AVERAGE DOMESTIC PRICES, 1954 TO DATE 


Could you supply, since 1954, by year and by commodity, both 
mandatory and nonmandatory, the support level in dollars and cents 
and then the average domestic price for the same commodities ? 


Secretary Benson. Yes. 


(The information requested follows :) 


I think we did that at an earlier hearing. 


Support prices and average price received by farmers, by commodities and crop or 


marketing years 





Commodity 


Mandatery commodities 


Corn: 
Support price ; .-per bushel 
Average farm price ie es do. 


Cotton: 
Extra long staple: 


Support price .-per pound 


Average farm price._-....--- do... 
Upland: 
Support price — 
Average farm price werwates do 
Peanuts 
Support price e = do 
Average farm price 4 Te 
Rice 
Support price per hundredweight- 
A verage farm price wav a0.<< 
I obacco: 
Burley: 
Support price -per pound 
Average farm price_.....-...--.- do.. 


F lue-cured: 


Support price do... 
Average farm price............- Mien 
W heat: 
Support price.......-.--- ..-per bushel. 
\verage farm price ; do 


Honey: 
Support price... ‘ per pound 
Average farm price Suse do-. 

Dairy products: 
Butterfat: 

Support price 


Average farm price | 


Manufacturing milk 
Support price 


Average farm price asain do 

M ohair: 

Support price ------ ..per pound 

Average farm pric do 
Tung nuts: 

Support price - ‘ per ton 

Average farm price- “ do 
Wool: 

Support price... per pound 

Average farm price... ; do 


See footnote at end of table. 


per hundredweight--| 


ton 


es 


94. 96 
99. 40 
. 532 
. 32 





Crop or marketing years 











1955 | 1956 1957 
——| icici ead 
$1.58 | $1.50 $1. 40 
135 | 1.29 1.11 
.5520| .5662| .5970 
5390 . 6530 . 5690 
. 3170 . 2934 | =. 2881 
. 3327 | . 3163 | . 2046 
ay .114 111 
117 .112 . 104 
4. 66 4. 57 4.7 
4,81 4. 86 5. 11 
462 | . 481 517 
586 | . 636 . 603 
.483 | .489 . 508 
527 | 15 . 54 
208 | 2. 00 2. 00 
199 | 1.97 1. 93 
. 099 . 097 . 097 
.178 190 . 187 
. 562 . 586 . 586 
, 877 504 605 
3.15 3.25 | 3.25 
3.15 3. 25 3. 27 
| | 
.700 | . 700 . 700 
. 822 | s44 . B86 
| 
51.06 | 53.76 | 52.13 
64.00 | 53.40 | 452.30 
. 620 . 620 . 620 
428 | .443 1 . 537 








1958 


$1. 36 
1,11 


. 5395 
. 5310 
. 3123 
. 330 

. 1066 
- 1060 


48 
81 


> 


. 554 
. 661 


. AB 
82 


=9 
44 


ee 


. 096 
. 174 


. 566 
. 585 


3. 06 
3. 16 


. 700 
53. 89 
53. 80 


620 
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Support prices and average price received by farmers, by commodities and crop or 
marketing years—Continued 


| Crop or marketing years 











Commodit s ra : saa ia ala 
| 1954 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 1958 
Nonmandatory commodities: | } 
Jarley } | 
Support price. per bushel__| $1.15 | $0.94 $1. 02 $0. 95 $0. 93 
Average farm price-. do | 10 | 2. } . 99 .88 . 89 
Beans, dry edible: | 
Support price_-- per hundredweight 7.24 6.36 | 6.31 6. 31 6.18 
Average farm price_- Boss. O08 1) ROI 7.16 6.75 
Cottonseed | | 
Support price- 2 per ton 54.00 46. 00 48. 00 46. 00 | 45. 00 
Average farm price. do 60.00 | 45.00 53.00 | 651.00 44. 00 
Flayseed: | | 
Support price- : per bushel | 3.14 i 2.91 20 i 2:8 2. 78 
Average farm price-. made ..--do 3.05 | 290 | 299 |} 2.94 2. 69 
Naval stores:j 
Rosin: 
Support price_- per hundredweight.-| 7.52 | 7.48 7.49 7. 67 7.97 
Average farm price. ae do...-| 7.91 8. 45 8. 37 7. 90 8. 33 
Turpentine:} | 
Support price_..- ...-.-per gallon-.-| 50 | . 50 . 50 5 | . 50 
Average farm price_- es do_.--} 62 | 66 | . 55 . 54 . 51 
Oats } | 
Support price. __- per bushel . 75 61 | 65 . 61 61 
Average farm price. do aa 60 | . 69 61 . 67 
Rye: 
Support price-.-- do 1.43 1.18 La@6hUdthlhlCU 1.10 
Average farm price_- ...do 121 | 1.06 | 1.15 | 1.07 1.00 
Sorghums, grain | 
Support price do___.| 128 | 1.00 | 1.10 1.04 1.02 
Average farm price _- Z seettOwnet! | o ae 2. Be 97 . 98 
Soybeans: | | 
Support price. Go.>.)' 2 2 : "Oye 1. ee 2.09 
Average farm price_- . nna |} 2.46 2. 22 2.18 | 2. 07 2.00 
' 





1 Not available. 
VOLUME LEFT WITHOUT PRICE SUPPORTS UNDER SENATE LANGUAGE 


Mr. Wuirren. Under this $50,000 limitation on all commodities, 
what volume would be left without price supports under the Senate 
language? Could you supply that by commodity ? 

Sec retary Benson. You want us to supply that for the record ? 

Mr. Wuirten. I want you to supply that for the record by com- 
modity. I believe you would have to do it on totals because you do 
not keep separate records on diversified farms nor do you have infor- 
mation on loans per person, nor records as to what part such person 
might have sold on the domestic market. 

Mr. Bracu. No, sir. We have no way of knowing what group of 
commodities any farmer produces under support. We can “tell you 
how many 1958 crop loans were made over $50,000 on all commodities 
except corn and cotton. 

Mr. Wuirten. I know in my area a farmer splits his loans, first to 
obtain money on the earlier cotton to gather the rest and then by 
having a number of loans, he can withdraw what part he wishes w ith- 
out having to withdraw all. But you cannot give it on the total per 
person ? 

Mr. Beacn. No. 

Mr. Sorkin. Did you not run an estimate on wheat ? 

Mr. Breacu. Not combining the commodities. 

Mr. Sorkin. We don’t have the data for combining them. 
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EFFECT OF THE LIMITATION UPON DOMESTIC MARKET PRICE 


Mr. Wnuirren. Mr. Secretary, if this part of the production that 
would be ineligible for price supports were put on the domestic mar- 
ket—as it would have to be under the Taber amendment—it would 
have the effect of lowering price levels even to a small amount. 
Would that not of necessity require everybody eligible for price sup- 
port loans to turn over their production to the Gov ernment, because 
the support rate would be higher than the domestic market ¢ 

The part ineligible for loan would go on the domestic market. Then 
if that created a difference between the price support level and the 
domestic market, it would cause the total production of every farmer 
up to $50,000 to go in the hands of the Government because of the 
difference in price; would it not? 

Secretary Benson. I think it would not necessarily follow that 
these 5,000 farmers, because they are not eligible for Government loans, 
would not get the necessary loans which they m: ay wish. They would 
probably be in a better position to get it from private financial sources 
than the smaller farmers. 

Mr. Wuirtten. You have no sound basis for your figure, as this rec- 
ord will show. Do you think any private lending institution would 
lend as much on commodities that were ineligible for price supports as 
on those that were ? 

Secretary Benson. No; I think they would not loan at as high a level 
as is provided under some of the price-support programs now, and 
that would probably be true in the case of some commodities until the 
price support was more in line with market prices. 

Mr. Wuirren. By far the overwhelming part of our production is 
going into the domestic market, and Government loans have been made 
on far less than 50 percent, and the Government takeover has been a 
very small percent of total production. But now with a part of the 
production ineligible for price support and therefore having to go on 
the domestic market, and at a lower price because it is ineligible, then 
while the percentage that may produce more than $50,000 is a relatively 
small percentage, it is a much larger percentage of total production. 
It would mean, because that group is outside the program that all 
those who had less than $50,000 would have to go to the Government. 

Mr. Sorxrn. I think we have an example of what would probably 
happen to a lesser degree in the case of wheat. Currently you have 
about 10 percent of the crop or more being produced outside price- 
support programs. This is a greater portion than would be involved 
under these suggested provisions. 

Secretary Benson. May I add that the 5,000—assuming that figure 
is reasonably correct—represent a relatively small proportion of the 
total volume. The fact that the great bulk of the volume is supported 
will tend to provide a supported market for the large operators as well. 

Mr. Wurrren. Your figure is not supported. But on the other 
hand the person who is eligible now sells at the support level. In 
order to get his full amount of money he would turn to the Gov- 
ernment under the Taber language. 

Mr. McLarn. I think one other thing would happen. If he needed 
financing he would get it at a rate lower than the loan rate, but most 
of these fellows are big enough, if they can do that, to market their 
cotton throughout the year. The same is true of wheat. There is such 
a small percentage oan d that I do not think your fear is justified. 
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Mr. Wurrten. I differ with you completely. I do not need to fill 
the record with my own experiences, but it is my experience that 
the person who sellis in my area at the support level or below is the 


smaller operator. He can get approximately the loan value in the 


private market, so he doesn’t go in. But if the domestic price is $5 
a bale less than the support, you are causing these small people to go 
to the Government. 

Let us go back to the wheat situation. For these 15-acre people, 
how much of that is sold commercially and how much is stored on the 
farm ¢ 

Mr. Sorkin. Very little is fed on the farm. Eighty to 90 percent. 
is sold commercially. 

Mr. Wuirren. Where do you get those figures? 

Mr. Sorkin. We can provide that. If they can get $1.80 per bushel 

r close to it, why feed it? You can buy corn and oats and barley 
iia mixed feed for less than that. 

(The information requested follows :) 

Data are not available on which to base such estimates. Census information 
furnished on page 23 shows gross value of sales but no details are available as 
to what portions apply to commodities which would be eligible for price support 
by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. Wuirren. That comes back to the fact that once the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation takes title you have limitations on resale 
in the domestic market. You have to sell it at 105 percent of parity 
plus carrying charges / 

Secretary BENSON. 105 percent of support price, not parity. 

Mr. Wuirren. Now, as I see it, those producers making $50,000 
gross and less will turn to the Government, while now they sell in the 
domestic market at the support level. The records will show that 
the overwhelming proportion of production has moved in the market- 
place because it was eligible for price support. Now the part of it 
that is left out, ineligible, in my judgment will cause a lot of what 
has been going in the commercial market to go into the hands of the 
Government. And the minute it gets in the hands of the Government 
you cannot let it go on the domestic market for less than 105 percent 
and carrying charges. If all production under $50,000 gross per per- 
son went into CCC as I think it will, could we have figures showing 
what the total in Government hands would be. 

Mr. Sorkin. The Department has no statistics which would indi- 

cate the production of price-supported commodities with a value at 
support levels of $50,000 or less. Therefore, we would not be able to 
furnish such information. 


PROBLEMS OF ADMINISTERING LIMITATIONS 


Mr. Wuirren. Your table; would enable you to do that, at least 
on as sound a basis as you ' ad for your number about $50,000. Then 
you have this problem of .dministration. Perhaps I am oversimpli- 
fying it; but, if I undc.stand Mr. McLain correctly, it is a terrific 
and almost insurmountable problem to administer it in advance, and 
the other alternative is to take a certificate and trust everybody, with 
a spot check later on. sased on prior experience, that is hardly car- 
rying out a program but is prov iding for self-enforcement. I recog 
nize you would have to do the best y ou c ould, 

Mr. McLary. There is one other factor I am sure you are aware of 
which ought not to be lost sight of. With the payment-in-kind pro- 
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gram pulling stocks out of the free market, it does so much more to 
offset what you have just been talking about that I think this amount 
that would not get under loan would be infinitesimal, because the 
demand is in the free market. That is why we have been for it. This 
is infinitesimal compared to the demand you get when you move 400 
million bushels of wheat in the free market. I think we should not 
forget this in a discussion of this problem. 

Mr. Sorkin. There are about 1,400 farms in the United States with 
wheat allotments of 1,000 acres or more. 

The mere fact that a commodity goes under price support does 
not mean that the Government acquires it. 

Mr. Wuirren. That does not cover farmers with more than one 
farm. What you just said is what the public does not seem to have 
learned, and may I say I remember some of the Secretary’s speeches 
where I do not think he had that in mind at that partic ‘ular moment. 

Secretary Benson. I made that very clear many times. 

Mr. Wurrren. I said I did not think you had that in mind at that 
particular moment. I think the public has used your speeches on the 
volume of loans and has gained the impression they were subsidies, 
whereas you were talking about the mechanics of a support program. 

Mr. Sorkin. The point here is that, if the commodity goes under 
loan and the market gets up to the support level, the man who pro- 
duces in excess of $50,000 can market his wheat or other commodity 
under that umbrella. If the price support gets higher, they will pay 
off their loans. The market price will be slightly above support be- 
cause the farmer has to get enough to cover his loan and interest. So 
the mere fact that commodity goes under loan does not necessarily 
mean it is coming to the Government. 

Mr. Wurrren. That is why I oppose the Taber amendment. I 
think this record clearly shows that, with all of it eligible, some 90- 
odd percent of the total production for most commodities does not end 
up inthe hands of the Government. 

It goes in and comes out with full payment to the Government. 

Mr. Sorkin. That is the point. I think you made the assumption 
with your reference to 105 percent that it would end up in Government 
hands. That does not necessarily hold. 

[am trying toclarify it. 

Mr. Wurrren. With any production eligible for Government sup- 
port it has to be on the domestic market and if it is on the domestic 
market it has the effect of reducing the domestic support below support 
level. The only way a man growing $50,000 gross, or less, could get 
support level prices is to turn it over to the Government on loan or 
purchase. Then unless the domestic market strengthens, the minute 
you get it you cannot turn it loose for less than 105 percent plus 
carrying charges on the domestic market under the existing law. I 
think you w ill: agree to that. 

Let us go to another thing. Let us take it by commodity now. In 
the first place, as I understand Mr. McLain, to enforce the Taber 
amendment as changed by the Senate the job would be terrific. To 
rely on certificates is about all you can fall back on. Let us take all 
22 of these price support commodities. They would have to be in- 
cluded within the $50,000 loan for the year. What is the marketing 
year for cotton and how are the loans handled ? 

Mr. Sorkin. It begins August 1. 
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Mr. Wuirren. How do you handle the cotton program? Is that a 
system of loans or purchases ? 

Mr. Sorkin. It is supported through loans. 

Mr. Warrren. Now we turn to feed grains. What is the marketing 
year? 

Mr. Sorry. It varies by type of feed grain. 

Mr. Wuirren. Could we have the dates on each type of feed grain 
and how is that handled? 

Mr. Sorin. For corn it would be October 1. The other feed grains 
would be July 1. 

Mr. Wuirren. Now we come to dairying. How is that handled? 

Mr. Sorkin. Purchases of products. 

Mr. Wuitren. What kind of a marketing year ? 
Mr. Sorxry. April 1. 
Mr. Wurtrren. Could we have the details on all 22 commodities? 
(The information requested follows :) 















Agricultural commodities extended support under 1958 price-support programs and 
methods of support 










Method of support 




























































Program and commodity Marketing year | 
| Loan Purchase Direct | Direct 
agreements | purchases | payments 
Basic: | 
i co ge ee | oe ee oink aiid 
Cotton: 
RODE. 6 cia wate saint Aug. 1 to July 31_----- inns haces a Ne) 
ie dis nsbetnenceesae ‘ ‘. a eee atin eck nee 
ES ae ere Aug. 1 to July 31..-- : IEE p< SS Bea ccxcas 
a a eS July 1 to June 30- Xx eceabes, a 
TUES So ocnck Giles sccacs | eee xX x 
‘Tobacco: 
Oo = ee ee, Moat a ae lc acccenuuttche cen seiien 
Flue-cured __.........- July 1 to June 30_--- Pa San doh se 523 RC Rae 2 
Designated nonbasic: 
Butterfat : 3p Saceaese Mes kh RO EN Don daa kesosscnscbetanacan dust! Gadeckcnaak 
Milk, manufacturing. ---.- a ee ces paula eae solemn scacaris 
NS oe oats sewanass a rate Macesens MEA eosin nl xae 3 
PN i stoic Sede ed CN te aces Seca Ee Rice ee alsa sees eS x 
ea | . h Re, Bh oceans Lastccawunncs ae ek a he a 
Tung oil esi hkig ckcee os... : EE titnaers Bete ame Ree ace 
Wool-- cicunaecatesen DM IOs NR ca Be xX. 
Other nonbasic: | 
Barley___-- “< i Uy 2 OO eae B02. o2) Biccccecns OO Sa i ae se 
Beans, dry edible__._..--- ect. xs dome aes 2 Miva tiadicl xc aaneaconren 
Cottonseed ; RP. 2 Co SOY Ole. cat dk ccke cuts ae Wein asin 
Flaxseed et .-| July 1 to June 30 Te iee A sata iden 
Grain sorghum -_-. | Oct. 1 to Sept. 30 x a. : 
OU in cienrtdunstissncess) Suhy 1 to Jame M0......] K..-----» Ree sidae od Nata epiles 
Rye.-- <r ~ | Rg ae Se Jens 4) oe > Sa 
Sovbeans._. Oct. 1 to Sept. 30 er oe 32 ace RIT EATERS 
Rosin - - ... | Apr. 1 to Mar. 31 cos ae ig silted aston ein hed whence eae 
Turpentine =<2 sO xX Poeeatee neni 










con Senet ih sk oi elena aren 
| | | | 










Mr. Wurirren. Does the dairy farmer sell to the Government? 
Mr. Sorxin. He does not sell directly to the Government. 
Mr. Wuirren. How would you handle a dairy program under the 
Senate language ? 

Mr. Sorkin. We have recommended in our language that the dairy 
products be exempted from this. 

Mr. Wuirren. You recommended it but the Senate did not agree. 
They struck it out. We are talking about the Senate language. How 
are you coing to handle dairying under the Senate language. 
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Mr. McLain. I think Senator Russell in fairness, Congressman 
Whitten, did indicate to Senator Aiken in the conversation that took 
place on the floor th: at this was going to be taken care of in conference. 

Mr. Wurrren. It is not in the House bill nor the Senate bill. 

Mr. McLain. Lam just indicating what he said. 

Mr. Wurrren. I am sure Senator Russell will do his dead level best, 
as I hope we will do. Let us go a little further. As of now, you 
point out how you cannot operate under the Taber amendment as 
offered in the House. Now we have the Senate changes. I am asking 
you, under the Senate language, to tell me how you would handle 
cottonseed supports and how you would handle dairy supports. I 
would like to know. 

Mr. McLain. I think we indicated to the Senate when it was 

Mr. Wuitren. No, it has been taken out. 

Mr. McLarn. I understand. 

Mr. Wuirren. Now the Senate language is the law, let us say, for 
the moment. Tell me how you are going to handle cottonseed and 
dairying supports ¢ 

Secretary Benson. Of course, I think, Mr. Chairman, that it goes 
without. saying that there will be some administrative problems in 
this whole program. It is a new program and we will not know how 
serious those are probably until we get into them. 

However, the basic question is, of course, one of public policy and 
we will try to work it out as best we can. 

Mr. Wuirren. I am sure you will. I am trying to show the prob- 
lems involved in all of this. Earlier I asked for information for the 
record to show how each program on each commodity is handled, 
whether purchases or loans or both, and the marketing year. 

My purpose, frankly, was to show the wide variation in the way 
these various commodities are handled. May I say, as of the present, 
you do not require any report as to whether a man farms in several 
counties or in several States. 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Mr. Wuirren. I yield to Mr. Andersen at this point. 










SUGGESTED REVISIONS IN SENATE LANGUAGE 


Mr. Anprersen. I would like to have the Secretary furnish us at 
this point in the record revisions of language that would make the 
Senate language in the bill workable. It is my feeling that certainly 
we can rewrite what is in the Senate language as to the amendment 
itself as long as it concerns the overall question of the $50,000 limita- 
tion. I would like protective language in there dealing with dairy 
products, with cottonseed oil, and anything of that nature so as to 
make a complete job if we are going to accept the amendment. 
Secretary Benson. We will provide it. 
(The information requested is as follows :) 
JUNE 12, 1959. 
Hon. Jamig L. WHITTEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Agriculture Appropriations, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN WHITTEN: At the hearing on Tuesday morning, June 9, 
1959, before your subcommittee with respect to the $50,000 limitation on price 
Supports contained in the pending agriculture appropriation bill, I was re- 
41996—59——_-3 














quested to supply suggested language which would exclude dairy products and 
cottonseed from the operation of such limitation. 

Insertion of the following as clause (4) of the limiting proviso as passed 
by the Senate, and renumbering the present clause (4) as clause (5) would 
accomplish this purpose: 

“(4) That such limitation shall not apply to price support on an agricultural 
commodity extended by purchases of such commodity or of a product of such 
commodity from, or by loans on such commodity or product to, persons other 
than the producers of such commodity if the Secretary of Agriculture deter- 
mines that is is impracticable to apply such limitation.” 

The present provision in the Senate appropriation limiting the amount of 
price support to $50,000 which a person may receive is impossible of administra- 
tion in the case of dairy products and cottonseed price support programs. 

A dairy farmer markets milk. Commodity Credit Corporation does not pur- 
chase or make loans on milk. As required by law, CCC supports the price to 
producers of milk and butterfat through purchases of the products thereof, i.e, 
butter, cheese, and nonfat milk solids. These purchases are made from dealers 
and manufacturers in ecarload lots. Milk as it comes off the farm goes into a 
commingled mass at the rec eiving points where ic is processed. Only that por- 
tion of the processing plant’s product which cannot be sold on the market at 
support prices and is, therefore, surplus, comes to CCC. Identity of the 
farmers whose milk came to CCC in the form of products is lost. Many small 
plants do not have carload lots available for sale to CCC, but forward their 
production to assemblers and other handlers for sale and these assemblers and 
handlers, when they have a surplus carload, sell to CCC. 

Purchases of cottonseed by CCC directly from producers are limited to those 
local areas where cotton gins may refuse to participate in the support program. 
The great bulk of purchases of cottonseed under the price support program is 
made by ginners who purchase such seed at support prices from producers at 
the time of ginning. Only that cottonseed which the ginners are unable to dis- 
pose of at prices which will reflect the price support level is delivered to CCC. 
Cottonseed is handled on a commingled basis by the ginner and the identity of 
the individual farmers who produced the seed which comes to CCC is lost. 

Under the circumstances it is impossible to determine the amount of price 
support that has been extended to any particular farmer with respect to dairy 
products or with respect to cottonseed through purchases of, or loans to persons 
other than the producers of agriculture commodities. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. Benson, Secretary. 


EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON TENANTS 


Mr. ANprrsen. On the other subject I had in mind to ask this 
question: When it comes to this figure of 5,000 people—what about 
the tenants? How many tenants are involved in that 5,000 figure 
and how many tenants will be denied the rights of any supports be- 
cause of the fact that we say to a big operator who might have 50 
tenants, producing rice, cotton, or whea it, “Now since you are over 

$50,000, you cannot join in the program. 

What is the effect then, Mr. Secretary, on the men leasing the 
various farms from this particular man on shares? Are they out! 
Do you understand what I mean? Take a wheat farmer in Kansas. 
He may be one of these who would produce or ask for a loan of more 
than $50,000 on wheat. He might own six or eight farms. He might 
have one man. He might have, say, about six of eight renters, work- 
ing on shares. The renters get three-fifths of the crop. Under this, 
because of the fact that the owner produces more than $50,000 worth 
and is not eligible above that amount, what about the tenants? 

Mr. Suutman. The tenants would be eligible for separate loans 
on their respective shares. The $50,000 limitation would apply sep- 
arately to the landloard and to each tenant. 
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Mr. Anprersen. I would have to be assured of that. I would like to 
see, Mr. Secretary, something in the record as to that. 

Mr. McLain. The only pl: ice they would not be, Mr. Andersen, as 
[ see it, would be if the landlord, because of this limitation, did not 
comply with marketing quotas and stayed out of the program. There- 
fore, the commodity itself was not eligible. Then obviously the ten- 
ant’s share would not be eligible but if the landlord did comply with 
the allotments, of course the tenant would be entitled to his $50,000. 

Mr. Anpersen. There again, I would like some proposed language 
that we could put into the amendment, Mr. Chairman, to take care of 
those little fellows, 

Mr. Wuirtren. We will be glad to have any language or any sug- 
gestions that the Secretary might give us. In the “submission to the 
Senate, which the Senate did not ‘fully follow, the Department did 
suggest the ¢ appropr iate changes in the Taber amendment, if it was 
to be included. So you have ‘that much on which to go. It is to be 
noted that in your language to the Senate you did deal with the 
dairy situation and you did deal with each commodity recognizing 
all this myriad of problems of trying to fit 22 separate things under 
one limitation. 

Mr. Wurirren. When this first came up, and I was aware of your 
sug ggested language to the Senate, Mr. Crabill of the Delta Council, Mr. 
Rhea Blake of the National Cotton Council, and Mr. Sayre of the 
Staple Cotton Association came to me. While you say you believe 
banks and others might make money available with the secur ity of 
the production ineligible, I think that is highly problematical. 

I suggested to these gentlemen, that they take this thought to 
Senator Stennis of my State, a member of the Senate subcommittee. 
He offered the idea in the Senate subcommittee and I understand had 
atie vote. My thought was that, in order to save orderly marketing 
vou could make available recourse loans where the individual would 
be bound to repay any amount that he might borrow in excess of 
$50, 000. 

In other words, instead of gambling on the fact that private bank- 
ing sources might lend the money to provide or ‘derly market, the 
Government, through this program, where the man’s acreage has been 
limited by law, should make full recourse loans. 

Later I suggested language to Mr. Crabill, Mr. Blake, and Mr. 
Sayre which they carried to Senator Stennis, too. That language was 
as follows: 


Without providing for full repayment of all sums advanced above $50,000 in 
any marketing year. 


My Senator added to that— 
Notwithstanding section 405 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 as amended— 
and then he added: 


plus interest thereon. 


If you recognize, in order to save orderly marketing, Mr. See 
retary, that it will be necessary for private lending institutions to 
make loans on the ineligible part of the production, do you not think 
it would be much better to make all production eligible for full re 
course loans, so that you would be sure that this production could 
at least be handled in such a way as to fit into orderly marketing? 
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May I remind you, where a majority of producers vote for con- 
trols, the Congress has put a limit on the acreage. Under this bill, 
you have taken away the support that the law gave him. Yet he will 
still have acreage controls. I believe any court in the land would 
set aside this act, or else free him from acreage controls. I do not 
think the Government can have its cake and eat it, too. I do not 
think you can limit a man’s acres and then take a big part of his 
production out from under price supports. I do not think it is 
sound. 

I do not believe a court would hold it sound. I am asking you 
again, do you not think the Conference should give some attention 
to at least salvaging the orderly marketing features of the present 
law ? 

Secretary Benson. I do not think this will result in disorderly 
marketing, Mr. Chairman. As a matter of fact, the amount involved 
is relatively small, as has been pointed out, and I think there will be 
commercial credit available to meet the needs of these larger oper- 
ators. I do not think there is going to be any disorder in the mar- 
keting because of it. 

The question of administration is one we will have to get some ex- 
perience with before we can say definitely how much would be in- 
volved, but this principle of limitation 1s not a new principle in 
Government, as you know. We have it in several other programs. 

Mr. Wuirren. What are they ? 

Secretary Benson. We have it in the ACP program, in the soil 
and water conservation loans. 

We have it in several of the farmers’ home loans. 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Secretary, may I carry it one step further? I 
had not intended to ask you whether you were for or against. I did 
not feel that was a proper question. But I do want to ask you this: 
Do you think it fair to limit a man’s total acreage under one law 
and then, through this means, to take away from him the protection 
on price which that same law provided for him? Do you think by 
this indirect method, after controlling his acreage through another 
law, that you should change the rules in the middle of the game! 
Or should this have the attention of the legislative committee? 

Secretary Benson. This, of course, does not apply until 1960 so we 
are not changing the rules in the middle of the game, Mr. Chairman. 
This does not affect this year’s crop. 

Mr. Wuirtten. The law will not be changed imposing acreage con- 
trols for 1960, unless new legislation passed. The existing law would 
satch him in 1960 as well as 1959, would it not ? 

Mr. McLarty. You are well aware of this, Mr. Chairman. The only 
thing the farmer would have is the right to vote; but this does affect 
him in deciding for himself in the marketing quota referendum 
whether he wanted to change. 

Mr. Wuirren. The vote counts, and he would be voted under with 
this protection taken out of it. 

Mr. McLarn. That is part of the marketing quota. 

Mr. Wuirten. That is true, is it not? 

Mr. McLarty. Yes. 

Mr. Wurrten. Now, Mr. Secretary, do you not agree that our 
problem with regard to this whole farm situation is overproduction! 
It is production that is causing our problems? 
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Secretary Benson. I think, Mr. Chairman, it is more imbalance than 
it is overproduction. Our difficulty is in a very limited area of our 
total production. I think our problem is to put more emphasis on 
some of the things we have talked about before, such as marketing, 
expansion of markets, and to get away from such rigid limitations on 
farmers and give them more freedom. 

I think that would be the general direction we would like to move 
in. We have discussed that many times. 

Mr. Wurrren. Hewever, I completely differ with you. I will not 
belabor the record. All that I hear about is the production we have 
for which we have no use and are storing. I still think the record 
itself shows that it is production in excess of use that is the problem. 
I cannot see that this effort here by Mr. Taber solves anything con- 
nected with the real problem, which is overproduction. 

Mr. Natcher. 


EFFECT OF TABER AMENDMENT ON TOBACCO PROGRAM 


Mr. Narcner. Mr. Secretary, as you know, I voted against the 
amendment offered by my good friend John Taber, for the rea- 
son that if this particular amendment had been adopted, it would 
have destroyed the tobacco program. I believe you agree on that. 

Secretary Benson. We offered amendments which we felt were 
necessary in order to clarify what I am sure Congressman Taber had 
inmind, and to make this workable. 

Mr. Narcner. Under the Taber amendment, of course, the Burley 
Co-op, for instance, of Lexington, Ky., who has a contract with the 
Department of Agirculture, would not have been able to place tobacco 
exceeding $50,000 under loan if the Taber amendment had been 
adopted. 

Secretary Benson. We recognize that and so indicated to the Sen- 
ate committee, ' 

Mr. Narcuer. Now, Mr. Secretary, under subsection (3) of the 
amendment that is on page 29 here in the bill, the House bill which 
was adopted by the Senate, it provides in part as follows, and I quote: 

That in the case of any loan to, or purchase from, a cooperative marketing 
organization, such limitation shall not apply to the amount of price support 
received by the cooperative marketing organization, but the amount of price 
Support made available to any person through such cooperative marketing 
organization shall be ineluded in determining the amount of price support 
received by such person for purposes of such limitation. 

Mr. Secretary, does this protect the tobacco program as we know it 
today from the standpoint of the Stemming District Tobacco Associa- 
tion, of Henderson, and the Burley Tobacco Co-op, of Lexington, who 
act under contract for the Department in the CCC program ? 

Secretary Benson. It was our intention when we provided that lan- 
guage or very similar language that that would be the result. It 
would offer the protection needed to these cooperatives. 

Mr. Narcuer. Now, Mr. Secretary, knowing you as well as I do, I. 
certainly know that you would not be in favor of any amendment 
which would destroy the tobacco program and place these two asso- 
Clations in a position where they could not place tobacco under the 
CCC program ? 
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Secretary Benson. No, of course not. I do think there should be 
some changes made in the tobacco program, which we have discussed 
before, but this is not the place to review those. 

Mr. Narcuer. Mr. Secretary, the request has been made by my good 
friend, Carl Andersen, that proposed language be submitted to our 
committee that corrects the matters that we have pointed out this 
morning. 

Will there be a change in the language that you submit in addition 
to this section that I have just read into the record, which would 
make tobacco still safe as far as the $50,000 limitation is concerned ¢ 

Secretary Benson. That language we think takes care of it. That 
is essentially what we sent up. We believe it is adequate. We will 
take another good look at. it and if there is need for further clarifica- 
tion or addition we would be happy to make it. That is essentially 
what we sent up. 

Mr. Narcuer. In other words, Mr. Secretary, it is your intention 
and the intention of the Tobacco Division of your Department and 
your associates to have this language carry out the tobacco program 
as we now have it so that the tobacco that has to be placed under loan 
can be so placed without any conflict as far as the program is 
concerned ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. McLarn. This assumes, of course, Mr. Secretary and Mr. 
Natcher 

Mr. Narcuer. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. McLarn. Of course, any individual that had in excess of 
$50,000, the number of which you could probably count on one hand if 
you had them, would still be bound by the same limitation that any- 
one else would. You do understand that, I am sure. 

Secretary Benson. The language makes that clear. 

Mr. Natcuer. In other words, Mr. Secretary—off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Natcuer. I yield tomy friend, Mr. Taber. 

Mr. Taser. Might I ask the chairman if it is his intention to have 
the Department send up language and then have an opportunity for 
the committee to go over it and decide on what should be done with 
reference to this? In other words, are we going to give them at least 
a day or perhaps two days to work it out? Are you going to let the 
subcommittee have a chance to go over it? 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Andersen asked for that but the Secretary 
stated that the suggested language to the Senate was sufficient. The 
Senate did not follow the Department’ . recommendation. 

Secretary Benson. Not wholly. 

Mr. Wuirren. The language of the Depaktment is before us in your 
comments to the Senate; so it is readily available to us. I will ask at 
this time, do you have any change in attitudé or any further changes 
in these suggestions to the Senate ? 

Secretary Benson. I do not at the present}time have anything in 
addition to what we have submitted, Mr. Chaigman. This particular 
paragraph, which has been read, was intended tb protect the programs 
that are operated through cooperatives. 
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Mr. Natcuer. That is not only tobacco, Mr. Secretary, but all of 
the other, 22 price-supported commodities ? 

Secretary Benson. That is right. 

Mr. Natcuer. Thank you. 

Mr. Wurrren. Mr. Santangelo? 


EFFECT OF LIMITATION OF $25,000 ON LOANS 


Mr. Santanceio. Mr. Secretary, during the debate on the Taber 
amendment, I circulated amongst some of the Congressmen and got 
certain viewpoints. While I voted against the amendment, I learned 
from some of the Members that they may even favor a limitation of 
$25,000 rather than $50,000. That prompts this question: What is 
the difference in numbers as between those who are receiving more 
than $50,000 and those who are receiving more than $25,000? 

Secretary Benson. Wecan supply that for the record. 

Mr. Bracu. I have some figures that can be inserted in the record 
which present a frequency distribution of the size of 1958-crop loans 
on small grains and all other commodities except corn and cotton. 
We will not have the information on corn and cotton until about the 
first of August because the loan season runs later on those commodi- 
ties. 

Secretary Benson. We will supply what we have for the record. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


Price-support loans made on 1958 crops—dollar size distribution 


| 
| Number of | Quantity Amount 
loans | 





Barley: | Bushels | 
Under $500___ s er ex peas. a 18, 765 6, 668, 566 | $5, 621, 822. 46 
$500 to $999.99 , ‘ ; = ee 18, 484 5, 472, 812 13, 431, 797. 46 

“ > 


1 
$1,000 to $1,499.99 , sara panacea ham ele ante 8, 844 12, 360, 463 10, 814, 972. 06 


$1,500 to $1,999.99 . ‘ ere nae , 862 | 9, 575, 874 8, 393, 877. 05 


$2,000 to $2,499.99____. peers 2 ga al 2, 687 6, 848, 903 5, 995, 717. 21 
$2,500 to $2,999.99 PsP Re , 575 4, 878, 388 4, 291, 886, 87 
$3,000 to $3,999.99 hs 5 Ba a= ca ae , 666 6, 533, 866 | 5, 731, 048. 55 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 : TANS a: 843 4, 286, 209 3, 747, 716. 73 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 aon ee ,083 | 8, 395, 750 | 7, 302, 197. 74 
$10,000 to $24,999.99. __ ; ed ane ; Ea 283 | 4, 564, 399 4, 004, 244. 00 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 _ - xe uae eral 25 | 862, 510 807, 028. 82 
Over $50,000 7S : peaed 23 5, 797, 474 5, 962, 952. 93 


Total oe alti ak chin deieice een 140 | 86, 245, 214 


76, 105, 261. 88 
Hundred- | 
Beans, dry, edible: | | weight 


Under $500 : i ee ee ee 314 | 18, 003 | 111, 355. 14 
$500 to $999.99 seetie e eee ae 768 95, 117 | 578, 812. 96 
| 
| 





$1,000 to $1,499.99 5 P Ke 896 | 173, 341 1, 129, 259. 02 
$1,500 to $1,999.99_ _ - Ree ; oul 202, 749 1, 265, 513. 33 
$2,000 to $2,499.99 - Se al Rr cian ee 558 | 200, 380 | 1, 256, 287. 91 
$2,500 to $: - i BE aa : 47: 206, 336 1, 297, 086. 34 
SUN it RT nanos 373, 217 2, 332, 258. 58 
" ‘ sialon ‘ 5 294, 833 | 1, 854, 865. 98 

$5,000 to $9,999.99 seh iboats OW: 729, 421 | 4, 676, 258. 27 
$10,000 to $24,999.99 ee i ds 275 589, 462 3, 994, 833. 27 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 _ _ - 41, 767 | 290, 359. 48 
Over $50,000... ; S 7 274, 680 | 2, 058, 775. 44 


Total ; ae snatch = 806 20, 845, 665. 72 
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#ribution—Continued 


Number ® Quantity | Amount 
loans , ‘ | 


Flaxseed gf Bushels | 
Under $500 nee baie i 695, 412 $1, 866, 896. 5 
$500 to $999.99 Pee . 4 | 7,6154 2, 066, 198 5, 581, 292. 2: 
$1,000 to $1,499.99 | 4,679 4 2, 113, 799 5, 733, 046. 
$1,500 to $1,999.99__ ; : , 2, 537 § , 611, 186 4, 381, 320. 
$2,000 to $2,499.99 ne inl . . Sicitacn ae 1, 484 209, 749 3, 294, 650. 69 
$2,500 to $2,999.99. __ : 783 » 732 | 2, 130, 810. ! 
$3,000 to $3,999.99. ......____ “ee rs ] 815 , 023, 673 , 788, 140. 

‘ eee ‘ 354 : 573, 291 | , 567, 372, 2 
$5,000 to $9,999.99. _- i 349 | 693 2, 267, OBL. § 
$10,000 to $24,999.99. ______- ¥ 120 584,113 | 1, 864, 909, 7¢ 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 ie Jue 4 | 35, 789 121, 325 
Over $50,000_..- Set ee = 1 | 

Met 8552. Joni Shiite ae , 24,423 | 11, 524, 
| Hundre d 
Grain sorghum: | | weight ! 
Under $500 * , ; 62, 648 | 9, 214, 434 | 7, 769, 894. 63 
$500 to $999.99 ; ; 47, 768 , 906, 269 | 34, 569, 140. 98 
$1,000 to $1,499.999.......-..-___- aig ae 25, 648 }, 364, 635 31, 352, 977. 50 
$1,500 to $1,999.99 : 14, 074 , 807, 894 24, 380, 876. 91 
$2,000 to $2,499.99 5 Ne 4 : 9, 628 | , 269, 286 | 21, 510, 723. 37 
$2,500 to $2,999.99 5 : ' 5, 904 | , 525, 295 16, 098, 028. 90 
$3,000 to $3 s ; ; , 6, 825 | 2, 653, 918 23, 534, 722. 71 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 ee PS = aha | 4, 281 , 206, 161 19, 087, 865, 26 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 : : : 7, 401 27, 190, 667 50, 690, 626, 65 
$10,000 to $24,999.99 . 2, 331 036 31, 382, 758. 85 
$25,000 to $49,999.99. ____ . ese 118 2,053,177 | 3, 840, 976. 64 
Over $50,000 he " 3 : 21 783, 132 1, 503, 779. 62 


Total...-. < : 186, 647 145, 933, 904 | 275, 722, 382. 02 


Honey: | Pounds 
Under $500 : ‘ "i , 16, 445 , 532. 
$500 to $999.99. __ ; ; ; 215, 412 21, 011.7 
$1,000 to $1,499.96 . | 200, 430 20, 048. 6 
$1,500 to $1,999.99 __ . A f 279, 455 26, 538.3 
$2,000 to $2,499.96 | ‘ 299, 695 | , 957. 92 
$2,500 to $2,999.99__ e- c | ; 368, 940 | 35, 204. 73 
$3,000 to $3,999 oo ay see ork | ‘ 759, 385 | 3, 559. 2% 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 ¥ ch joes ¢ 428, SOS 39, 587. 57 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 Pe | 2: 1, 653, 630 
$10,000 to $24,999.99 ___ = Q | 1, 321, 320 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 
Over $50,000 





Total. aoe : | 152 | 5, 543, 217 


Oats | Bushels | 
Under $500 7 ; : Pres. 14,016 | 8, 061, 449 4, 439, 685. 70 
$500 to $999.99 SO a z sie: | 14, 020 18, 017, 569 9, 927, 057. 26 
$1,000 to $1,499.99___ 5 ce A eg | 5, 591 12, 342, 477 6, 815, 169. 05 
$1,500 to $1,999.99___ i eae sez eostel 2, 596 &, 020, 894 4, 459, 362. 47 
$2,000 to $2,499.99_.______ peat ; ee , 287 5, 097, 069 2, 854, 490. 15 
$2,500 to $2,999.99. ______ ee eacere ee neta > 708 3, 441, 695 | 1, 931, 697. 97 
$3,000 to $3,999.99. ____ ; Sti 707 | 4, 343, 865 | 2, 413, 158. 01 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 : 5 ; ; 334 2, 604, 073 1, 483, 550. 54 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 ee wba prada 365 4, 214, 948 | 2, 422, 620. 28 
$10,000 to $24,999.99. ____ sl ea be ere ca hoee 82 | 1, 938, 542 | 1, 187, 270. 57 
$25,000 to $49,999.99_ __ eg ares ; ie § 414, 542 | 267, 198. 51 
Over $50,000_ __- ee Ra Sah ee me 2) 468, 379 314, 094. 74 


"Twtal..... aa i 39, 716 68, 965, 502 | 38, 515, 355. 25 


Peanuts: ! } Pounds 
Under $500__- ie exe : 12, 524 | 1, 331. 25 
$500 to $999.99 ae meee 0 x ey 49, 222 | 5, 128. 18 
$1,000 to $1,499.99___________ So ese en 8 91, 190 9, 900. 29 
$1,500 to $1,999.99. ____ aes Een : 83, 127 9, 043. 60 
$2,000 to $2,499.99 Ne : ; Pee § 164, 274 17, 539. 95 
$2,500 to $2,999.99 : eee 3 | 77, 327 | 3, 
$3,000 to $3,999.99 ; 9 | 322, 139 | 2, 360. 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 a ctoe 5 263,715 | ; 9, 97 
$5,000 to $9,999.99.________ : ae ee ee, 9 910, 260 | 8, 67 
$10,000 to $24,999.99.______- ‘ Sisco sd 8 | 1, 173, 879 25, 698. 48 

739 | 34, 017.02 


Q97 


Over $50,000 


Total]. ..-_- nein at : : 3, 466, 396 366, 037. 06 


1Farm-stored only. 
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Price-support loans made on 1958 crops—dollar size distribution—Continued 























Number of} Quantity Amount 
loans 
Hundred- 
Rice: weight 
Under $500___. - cpebtnnnwt+ekadiitrbeksotbaceabae 6 4, 077 $18, 651. 66 
$500 to 999.99____ caer a atrale dacintaitidinwais' 119 20, 077 92, 269. 28 
$1,000 to $1,499.99_._____- oe iiss ital aan sakes iets ioe 134 37, 571 172, 022. 35 
I ee alee 148 55, 943 260, 475. 97 
$2,000 to $2,499.99_ * re ee ee eee Bee cheat 151 70, 522 340, 206. 53 
I NO a gad 153 88, 922 | 421, 206. 33 
$3,000 to $3,999.99 aa ca a I ee ea ee eS <a 358 264, 763 1, 254, 534. 30 
Ste he web ce chaos acknseiddadeda cba danas 344 317, 359 1, 540, 969. 70 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 i aa al ‘al bilities 1,119 1, 648, 894 8, 083, 422. 74 
$10,000 to $24,999.99. ______ Perdctgintteews = ? 964 2, 924, 225 14, 561, 774. 28 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 i toht ica Uicininh ash ected Aieemnataindaedal ioe 119 749, 771 3, 778, 254. 93 
Over $50,000_____. ais Shoe dh cave bess rhein ta santa aaa 37 2, 122, 968 10, 480, 314. 65 
Wotal-..342. ie ac eR al 3,706 | 8, 305, 092 | 41, 004, 102. 72 
Rye 
Under $500___- ia sd a cae ode teat datte ete aeanes Jaume 4, 873 1, 385, 513 1, 351, 776. 13 
| ee eee in coleblees ain 3, 188 2, 308, 671 2, 296, 606. 58 
$1,000 to $1,499.99 isi cn cl alana ty asst eal ae 1, 150 1, 393, 870 1, 400, 772. 03 
$1,500 to $1,999.99. __ ib adh in ame bp AlSadeskiaekns 520 888, 867 894, 148. 06 
$2,000 to 2,499.99 ee lcieGnnnakaeees 297 | 641, 145 654, 250. 52 
$2,500 to $2,999.99 ie tari d ; tee -| 157 421, 372 428, 339. 84 
ef Re kk Fees ee ee ih 5 cli ce eh delice 127 419, 287 430, 644. 36 
$4,000 to $4,999.99 PPE IEEE LEE, POI ms 59 250, 351 261, 870. 69 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 E issu essence ap icdaaksdbina Ab apeiinaaiiadeabe ~-- 96 594, 201 641, 249. 87 
$10,000 to $24,999.99 ucla baccarat wtasiada adidas 28 297, 552 340, 677. 84 
Se Ee DEED so cnnvdcaewnencsmatuanain ones 1 44, 074 44, 074. 00 
Over $50,000 - - Ee ee ee | riasialicted ide ein i mabe 
OGRE vos jose seeks dee ee es : 10, 496 8, 644, 903 8, 744, 409. 92 
Soybeans: Bushels | 
Under $500 ‘ jcc dekaieebeee dition: | 23, 354 3, 969, 338 7, 883, 532. 45 
I a ee 31, 967 15, 550, 423 | 31, 238, 677. 39 
$1,000 to $1,499.99. ___ ee re ea ede eae 30, 962 18, 820, 334 38, 096, 375. 32 
BLD PORES + <bo05 Gna socddstebeeudssbesmamcddaneka 21, 772 18, 583, 513 37, 838, 067. 30 
$2,000 to $2,499.99 ‘ so ib eee stp ss Malta pac Diane aohieael 12, 630 13, 780, 867 | 28, 141, 660. 55 
I RN HII III ca snc iesardp deca pices aecebsais biog Rcar allie aide ib eae 7, 650 10, 207, 022 | 20, 897, 360. 80 
SY I Dt eae os 8, 502 14, 264, 585 29, 299, 470. 24 
$4,000 to $4,999.99... Se a a a a a ee. 4, 048 8, 662, 811 | 17, 894, 120. 48 
$5,000 to $9,999.99. ............ sonal oily ah Ei Dee asin tae } 4, 567 14, 392, 106 | 29, 750, 021. 07 
$10,000 to $24,999.99............_.. sciiaisialin edited aabikaebtete' dial 835 5, 453, 622 11, 295, 774. 98 
$25,000 to $49,999.99. bdctikbhadedet aamoededddan aéaake 63 931, 123 | 1, 975, 115. 33 
Over $50,000. __. ss tee del hs slid thn Gad kalashi eth Sonddtaedatee 20 940, 114 | 1, 962, 941. 82 
Total. ... - $4 Sabb dseiiiekcamabes hacia 146, 370 125, 559, 898 256, 273, 117. 73 
Wheat: Bushels _ | 
I I a ae ee 75, 579 | 12, 823, 112 | 23, 778, 904. 34 
$500 to $999.99___ - cpcetaendchbukeses ala! 106, 462 42, 625, 322 79, 174, 910. 04 
I a can 79, 467 53, 053, 825 98, 195, 610. 28 
I I cee mnrbad na 59, 178 55, 592, 955 102, 555, 733. 34 
5” ER er eee ee ee ore = 37, 337 45, 330, 009 83, 554, 817. 77 
$2,500 to $2,999.99 Fae : 3 \ | 25, 547 38, 061, 573 69, 866, 627. 70 
$3,000 to $3,999.99 Soa ee : ; | 35, 074 66, 457, 278 | 121, 390, 589. 61 
$4,000 to $4,999.99... ____ et ; euseitinthk web ee 19, 280 46, 990, 847 | 85, 588, 823. 06 
$5,000 to $9,999.99 | 29, O82 109, 456, 390 | 196, 843, 946. 38 
$10,000 to $24,999.99 a jt : so 8, 623 68, 101, 504 121, 177, 535. 86 
$25,000 to $49,999.99 ooo RE aR Pe NA eS LEE re 642 11, 947, 886 20, 642, 878. 66 
Over $50,000. _ .- inte sat igs te sta wk wa cial ce dv acl 116 5, 257, 518 | 9, 117, 417. 98 
Total : Se rd a ee aes 476, 387 555, 698, 209 | 1, 011, 887, 795. 02 


Mr. Wuirren. If I may say so, as to my colleague’s question, I 
think the Congress acted as though loans were an individual grant. 
In connection with the percentage that is outside, I would like to know 
the total production that is outside; not just the numbers, but the 
production that is outside. 

This amendment is directed toward the individuals that the Con- 
gress thinks should be left out. To me the damage is done because 
of the production that is left out and not the number of people. 
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Secretary Benson. We have the information on production and 
numbers; we can put in the record. 

Mr. Wuirren. This record shows you do not have reliable infor- 
mation. You have it by individuals who make individual loans, but 
you have no record to show different commodities, the different 
amount of loans a man might make, or the forms he has, or what 
part of his production moved outside the in an. 

Secretary Benson. That is right. 

Mr. Wurtrren. Mr. Beach testified on that a while ago. To supply 
it on the basis you offer gives us an erroneous conclusion. 

Mr. Sorkin. The 1954 census shows the gross income by farm, by 
size groups; and, if the gross income is $25,000, you know that is 
the maximum he has to be eligible. If it is up to $50,000, all of that 
is eligible. 

Mr. Wuirren. Does it show how many farmsa man has? 

Mr. Sorkin. No, it does not. 

Mr. Wuirren. Does it show the change in size of farms that you 
are always telling about, from 1954 until 1959 ¢ 

Mr. Sorkin. No. 

Mr. Wutrren. The point I make is, you come up with an unsup- 
ported conclusion. 

Mr. Sanrance.o. I have no further questions. 


PRESIDENTS RECOMMENDATION IN 1956 


Mr. Anpersen. Mr. Secretary, is it not a fact that in 1956 the Presi- 
dent, in a special message to Congress on agriculture, advocated plac- 


ing a limitation on the amount of loans which could be made to any 
one producer ? 

Secretary Benson. Mr. Andersen, I have a very brief statement 
here, about five double-spaced pages, which I would like to have per- 
mission to insert in the record which gives a little background and 
points out the information you seek. 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Could we have that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Wuirten. I think it would be better since we asked him for the 
statement to have him state what he wished to present. 

Secretary Benson. This is simply historical background. 

Mr. Anpersen. May that be placed in the record at this point? 

Mr. Wuirren. Yes. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

In the agricultural message of 1956 the President indicated that the Congress 
should consider placing a dollar limit on the size of price support loans to any 
individual or farming unit. He stated that the limit should be sufficiently high to 
give full protection to efficiently operated family farms. He pointed out that the 
price support program as it existed then and as it exists today has resulted in the 
removal of certain risks for many large farm businesses by reason of price sup- 
ports and that this constitutes a competitive threat to the family farm. Under- 
writing at public expense such strong competition with family operated farms is 
not sound Government policy. 

In this message the President said as follows: 


“DoLLaAR LIMIT ON PRICE SUPPoRTS 
“The average size of farms in American agriculture, as measured by capital or 
by acres, has rapidly increased. To the degree that this trend is associated with 


the development of more economic and more efficient farm units it is in the 
interest of farm families and of the Nation. To the degree, however, that it 
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has resulted in the removal of risk for large farm businesses by reason of price 
supports, it is much less wholesome and constitutes a threat to the traditional 
family farm. 

“Under the price support machinery as it has been functioning, price support 
loans of tremendous size have occasionally occurred. It is not sound Government 
policy to underwrite at public expense such formidable competition with family 
operated farms, which are the bulwark of our agriculture. 

“T ask the Congress to consider placing a dollar limit on the size of price support 
loans to any one individual or farming unit. The limit should be sufficiently high 
to give full protection to efficiently operated family farms.” 

The Congress has recognized this general concept in the limitations it has 
provided in various programs such as: 

1. Under the ACP program, payments have been limited since 1939. The 
Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act contains a provision which 
limits payments to $10,000. In the case of an individual, partnership, or estate, 
the limitation applies to the amount of ACP payments for each State, and in 
the case of a corporation, the limitation applies to the amount of ACP payments 
for all States. The limitation contained in the act was applied from 1939 to 
1948. Beginning with 1948, the appropriation acts have further limited the 
payments to each participant to amounts varying from $500 to $2,500. The 
present limitation is $2,500 to each participant. 

2. Under the acreage reserve program for 1958, payments were limited by the 
appropriation act to $3,000. This limitation applied to the amount of payment 
received by any producer with respect to any farm. 

3. Under title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act loans may not be 
made for the acquisition or enlargement of farms which have a value, as acquired 
or enlarged, in excess of the average value of efficient family-type farm- 
management units in the county as determined by the Secretary. Under the 
same title loans in amounts not exceeding $15,000 per farm may be made for 
dwelling and other farm buildings on farms which require no more than three 
farm families or three farm dwellings in the operation of the farm. Other loans 
under this title are limited by the reasonable value of the security as certified 
by the county committee. 

4. Under title II of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act no loan can be 
made to any one borrower under section 21 for operating loan purposes which 
would cause his total principal indebtedness outstanding under that section to 
exceed $10,000; provided, that not to exceed 10 percent of each annual appro- 
priation for this purpose may be used to make loans which would cause the 
borrower’s indebtedness to exceed $10,000 but in no event to exceed $20,000. 

5. Soil and water conservation loans made under the act of August 28, 1987, 
to individual borrowers or associations engaged in farming may not be made 
which would cause the indebtedness under that act to exceed $25,000 principal 
balance outstanding at any one time. A total indebtedness limit of $250,000 is 
placed on association type loan to nonfarming corporations. 

6. Emergency credit may be extended until June 30, 1959, under Public Law 
727, 88d Congress, not exceeding $15,000 for any one loan or a total indebtedness 
under that act including principal and accrued interest of $20,000. 

7. Section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, limits the maximum 
assistance under that section for temporary repairs or improvements to $1,000 
in loan or combination loan and grant assistance and not more than $500 
assistance in the nature of a grant. This authority is not being currently used. 

Recently, due in large part to the failures of the legislatively required price 
Support programs and the resulting large governmental outlays resulting there- 
from, there has been considerable public discussion regarding the question of 
placing a dollar limitation on the amount of price support provided to any one 
individual. Amendments have been adopted by the House and the Senate limiting 
price support loans and purchases to $50,000. The separate versions of the 
limitations will be the subject of conference of the representatives of the 
appropriation committees. 

Based on past history, the $50,000 limitation will not affect over about 5,000 
farms. It does not appear that production from these farms in excess of the 
$50,000 will be of such volume as to impair the operations of the price-support 
program, In many instances, it is likely that the large operators can arrange for 
private financing of the amount in excess of $50,000 until the operation of the 
support program permits the marketing at or above the price-support level. 





We do not believe that the legislation gives consideration to assuring price 
support to producers of commodities such as dairy products and cottonseed, where 
the method of price support is by purchase from processors. The legislation 
should be corrected to accomplish this. We have furnished the Senate with the 
necessary legislative language and shall be glad to provide this to you. 

We recognize that there may be administrative problems. However, the basic 
question is one of public policy as outlined by the President. 

Mr. Wuirten. Can you briefly tell us the content of it ? 

Secretary Benson. Yes. 

It refers to the message which Mr. Andersen has mentioned. The 
President indicated to the Congress they should consider placing a dol- 
lar limit on the size of price- support loans to any individual far ming 
unit and he mentioned the possible compeition of the large farms with 
the small family-type farm. 

It quotes briefly the President’s statements. Then it traces the 
history of limitations which exist in present programs, including two 
or three of those I have mentioned, and points out some of the pos- 
sible difficulties in administration and about how many farms are in- 
volved, as near as we can tell now with rough estimates; and that 
we will do the best we can to administer. We will have administra- 
tion problems. We do not know how serious they will be. We will 
meet them and do the best we can. 


EFFECT OF LIMITATION ON TENANTS 


Mr. Anpersen. Will you place in the record at this point an 
analysis of this problem, which is a real problem in my district today? 
I have there a very good friend. He happens to own and operate 


through tenants almost 50 different farms. 

I would like your opinion as to any necessary language in this 
amendment to take care of the rights of those tenant farmers. 

Mr. McLain. Mr. Andersen, may I answer that ? 

With all feed grains today there are no production limitations. 
Therefore, the grain that is grown on each of these farms is eligible. 
Any tenant then therefore is ‘eligible to his $50,000, so they are amply 
protected. 

Mr. Anpersen. Do you agree on that, Mr. Shulman? 

Mr. Suutman. Each tena int would be eligible for price support on 
his share of the crop up to $50,000. 

Secretary Benson. He is protected. 

Mr. Anpersen. You are thinking about the Senate language in the 
bill when you say that ? 

Mr. McLatn. That is right. I do not think you have got any prob- 
lem at all. 

Mr. Anpersen. I just want something in the record to show the in- 
tent of the Congress or of the Department relative to that point. 

Mr. Horan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AnperRsSEN. Yes. 

Mr. Horan. According to the language in this bill, the landowner 
is limited to $50,000 also. 

Mr. Suutman. That is correct. 

Mr. Horan. So he is held down. The person who is farming the 
land presumably is eligible for $50,000 or less but the landlord is 
restricted. 
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How do you handle that one ¢ 

Mr. ANDERSEN. Reverting to my original thesis, Mr. Horan, I be- 
lieve these farm operators, these tenants, perhaps produce roughly 
$300,000 worth of small grains, flax, corn, and such between them. 
The owner is entitled to protection at the utmost on $50,000. Sup- 
pose that these were a eligible for loan. The owner then 
could get protection on $50,000 of his share of that production. On 
the ha?s::-a of his share he could get no protection. 

Mr. Meliate. That is right. 

Mr. Anpresen. You are telling me definitely that these tenants or 
sharecroppers as they call them in the South will be entitled and will 
in no way lose their rights to any loans which might be available to 
them on their produe tion averaging $8,000 or $10,000 per farm ? 

Mr. McLarty. That is right, with one exc eption. When I say 
“orains,” I talked about the grains that were not under marketing 
quotas. The only one that is under quota is his wheat. Wheat is an 
exception. 

Mr. Anpersen. I do not like to get too specific because this thing 
might change from one year to another and we might find some of 
these farmers being left in the lurch unless we have a general appli- 
cation of law. 

Mr. McLary. All of our oil seeds and your feed grains, all of them 
would be as we have indicated. Ifthe man was one of 40 tenants out in 
Mr. Horan’s area where you had wheat marketing quotas and the land- 
lord decided to violate the wheat marketing quotas, which IT cannot 
conceive of him doing, but if he did, then the tenants on the farms, 
where the allotments were exceeded, would not be eligible for price 
supports; not because of the $50,000 limitation, but because the farm 
just was not in compliance. 

Mr. Anpersen. Let us turn to the dairy situation. Do you feel, Mr. 
Secretary, that what you have suggested to the Senate, especially 
subsection (4), if that is put back into the language, Es the dairy 
people will be protected? That is, the dairy farmers? I do not care 
about the processor. 

Secretary Benson. That section was intended to protect the dairy 
farmer. 

Mr. AnpersEN. They would be amply protected if that language 
went back in in the conference? Is that your opinion, Mr. Shulman? 


EFFECT OF SUGGESTED LANGUAGE ON COTTONSEED PROGRAM 


Mr. Suutman. I think that language clearly applies to the dairy 
program. I am not certain it applies to the cottonseed program, | 
would have to take another look at that program. 

Mr. Anpersen. I would like to call that to Mr. Whitten’s attention. 
Mr. Shulman just stated that he is not positive that the language in 
subsection (4), Mr. Chairman, protects the cottonseed oil produc er. 

Secretary Benson. It would be all right if we took another look 
at it? 

Mr. Siuriman. I would like to take another look at it from the 
point of view of the cottonseed program. The language clearly ap- 
plies to the dairy price support program. 

Mr. Anpersen. I hope you have given to us all information the 
Department has available as to any loopholes we should close when we 
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go to conference with the Senate on this subject because it is mighty 
important. 

Secretary Benson. We will be happy to supply it. 

Mr. Wuirren. I requested this hearing with the Secretary. I had 
my own views on this. But you have been requested to supply any 
suggestions that you may have to make this thing work. 

T do not see how you can make it work if it has to do with all 
commodities, even after your testimony. That is a matter of personal 
opinion. 

Mr. AnpDrrsEN. You have instilled some doubts in my mind as to 
the workability of the whole thing. 

We are up against this. We are trying to legislate on an appro- 
priation bill and this is very detailed ‘legisl: ation. I favor a limita- 
tion, but it should be very carefully worked out. 

Mr. MarswHaty. Will you yield ? 

Mr. Anpersen. I yield. 


EFFECT OF SUGGESTED LANGUAGE ON DAIRY PROGRAM 


Mr. Marsuaui. I am a little concerned about the purchase of dairy 
commodities under the support program. 

I agree that your language has covered the cooperative marketing 
organization, but what about the private organizations? 

Secretary Benson. It is covered, if they are included. It is not 
in. the bill. 

Mr. Marsnaty. Is that separate cover? 

Mr. McLarty. It is not inserted. We furnished the language that 
would take care of it. 

[t is in the record here. 

Mr. Marsuarx. The Senate did not include it? 

Secretary Benson. No. 

Mr. Marswatu. So you have a large number of dairy marketing 
associations that heretofore have used purchase arrangements to 
support dairy products that are completely out under the Senate 
language ¢ 

Secretar y Benson. Unless that item (4) which we submitted would 
be included then I think they would be out. 


LEGAL IMPLICATIONS OF TABER AMENDMENT 


Mr. Wuirren. For the record, Mr. Secretary, I would point out 
there are lots of problems that will probably end up in a myriad of 
lawsuits. The Commodity Credit Corporation charter provides as 
follows: 

The Corporation is authorized to use its general powers only to support prices 


of agricultural commodities through loans, purchases, payments, and other 
operations. 


{ am picking out the language which applies here. 

We have a Corporation set up for a specific purpose to use its 
general powers. It is my understanding that the only control that 
the Appropriations Committee has on that Corporation is to be found 
in the Corporation Control Act, title 31, section 849, which gives the 
Appropriations Committee, or the C ongress through the Appropri la- 
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tions Committee, power to limit the use of administrative funds. It 
also provides the following, however, and I quote: 






The provisions of this section shall not be construed as preventing Government 
corporation from carrying out and financing the activities as authorized by 
existing law. 

It leaves a serious question in my mind, in view of that language 
where it says we cannot prevent the Corporation from discharging its 
responsibilities, as to whether this Taber provision could be control- 
ingatall. I called that to Senator Russell’s attention. 

Secretary Benson. He made a statement on the floor which has been 
alluded to. 

Mr. Shulman feels this particular item would be necessary to cover 
the dairy group that Mr. Marshall refers to. It probably would be 
possible to have that added because it is germane to the whole thing 
of what you are trying to do. 

Mr. Wutrren. Mr. Horan? 

Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman, I think this has been a very good hear- 
ing this morning. I want to comment on that. I think we have 
stayed by the subject and we have gotten down to the meat of the 
problem. 

[am very happy about that. I think maybe there is a chance to get 
someplace when we do that. 

Are we going to have this testimony available before we have our 
conference, before we go to conference ? 

Mr. Wuirren. We hope to print it and make it available. 

Mr. Horan. Because Mr. Taber was very anxious to be able to re- 
view what we have discussed here. 

Mr. Wurrren. The purpose of having the hearing was to put it in 
print. 

Mr. Horan. I trust we can go over our discussion here this morning 
before we go to conference because we are dealing, as Mr. Andersen 
mentioned, with a rather complicated matter and as the Secretary 
mentioned, the problem of agriculture in America today is not so much 
overproduction as it is imbalance. 

With this limitation we are not getting at the heart of the farm 
problem in America. 

Secretary Benson. That is correct, sir. 































PRICE SUPPORT COMMODITY LOANS OF $50,000 OR MORE BY PRODUCERS 











Mr. Horan. We have some statistics asked for, but I would like to 
have, if possible, the $50,000 producers by commodities and States. 

Secretary Benson. That i is possible by States. 

Mr. Horan. You have so many statistics down there, Mr. Beach, 
you must have the middle name of every farmer’s wife. 

Mr. Beacu. We have information for loans on all individual com- 
moditiesexcept corn and cotton for 1958 crops. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


1958 crop price-support commodity loans of $50,000 or more, by producer 


BARLEY (BUSHELS) 


Producer 


Arlington Cattle Co. et al__- 
Westlake Farms, Inc 
Giffen, Ine 

Salyer Land Co. 

South Lake Farms 

Five Points Ranch, Inc 
Calfiax Co., Ine 

Employee Enterprises, Inc 
Jack Harris, Inc 

Buena Vista Associates, Inc_- 
Vista de] Llano Farms et al 
J. G. Stoneland Co 

Harnish Five Points, Inc 
W. H. Davenport et al 
Gilkey Farms, Inc 

John Kochergen et al 
Newhall Land & Farming 
Anderson Clayton & Co 
Campbell Farming Corp 
Stewart Bros 
Robert F. Reimers et 
C, E. Dilse 

Tulana Farms. 


al 


BEANS, DRY 


Bean Growers 

California Lima 
tion. 

Harold T. Segerstrom et al_- 

Walter Awe 

Western Bean Growers : ; 

Michigan Cooperative Bean Marketing 
Association 

Washington 
ciation. 


Bean Growers Associa 


Cooperative Farmer Asso- 


FL 


Moiola Bros. --_- 


KV Ranch 
Tulana Farms 


Arkansas Rice Growers Cooperative Asso- 
ciation. 

Producers Rice Mill, Ine 

Craighead Rice Milling Co 

W. B. Bynum Cooperative Co 

Red Bud Farms, Inc ‘ 

W. F. Hurley 

Dawson Farms, Inc 

Moore Bros 

R. C. Nicholson et al 

Leon Rutledge et al 

Arkansas State Penitentiary 

Elmer Ferguson 

Farmers Rice Growers Cooperative 

Central Valley Rice Growers 

N. F. Davis 

L. C, Ulrich 


RICE (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


Quantity 
pledged 


Address Amount 


112, 408 
1, O86, 125 
1, 063, 


Arlington, Ariz- 

Stratford, Calif_._- 

Huron, Calif 

Corcoran, Calif 
do 


$112, 408. 00 
1, 140, 431. 70 
1, 115, 860. 72 
951, 076. 70 
398, 666. 68 
Five Points, Calif 314, 990. 08 
| Fresno, Calif. ; 5 313, 681, 20 
Huron, Calif 2 367 267, O85. 3: 
| Five Points, Calif ‘ 257, 553. 
| San Francisco, C: 193, 280. 
Firebaugh, Calif. --.- 122, 942. 3 
Stratford, Calif 104, 520, 1 
Five Points, Calif 80, 952. 6 
Fresno, Calif 
Corcoran, Calif- 
Fresno, Calif 
Firebaugh, Calif_- 
Corcoran, Calif 
Hardin, Mont- 
Shelby, Mont 
Melville, N. Dak 
Scranton, N. Dak 
Worden, Oreg 


| 


: 
| 
| 
| 


188, 510 | 
114,015 
99, 543 | 
77, 388 | 
61, 691 
60, 859 
55, 771 
48,519 
7, 844 | 
73, 867 
69, 466 
59,119 | 
61, 673 


97, 957 





58, a 
51, 430, 
&0, 235. 73 
53, 184. 3 
52, 099. ! 
54, 389, 
50, 571. 86 
92, 392. 34 


EDIBLE (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


| 


} 
Sacramento, Calif i eet 
Oxnard, Calif_- 


82, 219 
57, 096 | 


$567, 944, 35 
520, 039. 80 


11, 200 
5, 868 
&, 697 
61, 600 


106, 960. 00 
56, 039. 40 
50, 919, 89 

441, 672.00 


Santa Ana, Calif. ae 
Crows Landing, Calif. 
Denver, Colo 
Lansing, Mich 
48, OOO 


Seattle, Wash 315, 200. 00 


AXSEED (BUSHELS) 


Brawley, Calif. Bia ek de 3, 238 $78, 766. 38 


OATS (BUSHEL) 


Ss 
Porthill, Idaho 
Worden, Oreg_.__-.-- 


112, 102 
356, 367 


$66, 140. 18 
247, 954. 56 


Stuttgart, Ark 1, 054,175 | $5, 369, 078. 30 
1, 331, 723. 65 
154, 007. 47 
106, 561. 7 


do__- 

| Jonesboro, Ark 
Dermott, Ark 
Wabash, Ark 
Diaz, Ark 
Louisville, Ky. 
Walnut Kidge, 
Brinkley, Ark 
Newport, Ark 
Grady, Ark 
DeWitt, Ark 
West Sacramento, Calif 
Stockton, Calif 
Firebaugh, Calif 
Woodland, Calif 


Ark 


83, 888. 96 
53, 599. 45 





44.35 
39, 80 


60, 00 
39 40 
19, 89 
72. 00 


OU. 00 


. 63 

05 

0 
R48, 95 
283. 83 
824. 43 
379. 10 
482. 25 
B88, 96 
509. 45 
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1958 crop price-support commodity loans of $50,000 or more, by producer—Continued 


RICE (HUNDREDWEIGHT)—Continued 


Producer 


Louisiana Rice Growers, Inc-. 
W. J. Gayle & Sons-.-- 
Lawrence E. LeJeune et. al 
Percy Baronet et al__._--- 
James K. Greer et al-_-- 
Allen Gray Estate 

W. & W. Planting Co 

J. C. O’Neal 

Koop Bros 

E. J. Stoesser - _.-.- 
Schiurring Bros. et al oad 
J. W. Adams & Son et al 
Emil Townsend et al 

P, J. Smidt.-_- 

B. H, Willis as 
Texas Rice Land Co 

E,. B, Anderson 

T. T. Duncan et al 

Peltier Bros 

D. L. Heckaman 

L Ranch Co. et al 


Jack Robinson & Sons--- 
J. L. Kidd, Jr 

Farmers Investment Co 
G & K Farms 

Hooper & Rugg 

Walter C. Owens. - 

C. M. Wilmarth 
Burkham & Glenn 

Carl N. Brollier 
Morrison & Quirk 
Williams & Sons ; 
Massey & Harper----- 
Palo Alto Farms 

Taft MeGee 

Jack W. Miller 

Salt Creek Kanch 
Howard Bros 

V. E. Nichols 

Rodney Smith 

H, H. Moore 

J. K. Griffith... 


Wesson Farm, Ine 

Keiser Supply Co-__-- 
Armorel Planting Co. 

R. A, Pickens & Sons, Co 
Craighead Rice Milling Co- 
D. F. Portis-.- 

Lee Wilson & Co 7 
Vance M. Thompson_-- 
C. G, Morgan. 

Carlson Bros 

Jack Hale 7 nf 
James M. Thomas.. 
Leonard Sitzer__- 


Middletown Mills—Robert Garrett__- 


E. B. Gee j 
Story Farms, Inc_- 

E. E. Jolly..-- 
Hunter Land, Ine 

J. V. Conran et al 

Ed Marshall & Son__- 


Address 


} 


o. Crowley, La-. 


Gueydin, La 


=| BanORy Biiciaxende.- 


| Shaw, Miss 

| Hollandale, Miss-- 

| Benoit, Miss-_-.-.-.-- 

| Greenwood, Miss 

| Cleveland, Miss_. 

| Edna, Tex 
Dayton, Tex_-__- 
El Campo, Tex 
Angleton, Tex 

| El] Campo, Tex 
...do 


..-| Beaumont, Tex--- 


2-0 


-| E. Bernard, Tex. 


| El] Campo, Tex 
Danbury, Tex 
Hamshire, Tex. 
Ganado, Tex.-- 


GRAIN SORGHUM (HUNDREDWEIGHT) 


Willeox, Ariz- 
do 
Tueson, Ariz 
| Willcox, Ariz 
Casa Grande, Ariz 
| MeNeal, Ariz 


| Grimes, Calif 


Johnson, Kans. 

| Moscow, Kans 
Hastings, Nebr 
Clovis, N. Mex 

| Robstown, ‘Tex 
Bishop, Tex 
Hereford, ‘lex 

| Dimmitt, Tex 
Refugio, ‘Tex 
Dimmitt, ‘lex 

| Friona, Tex 

| Hart, Tex 
East Bernard, Tex 


a Morton, ‘lex. 


BEANS (BUSHELS) 


Victoria, Ark 
Keiser, Ark. -_- 
Armorel, Ark. 
Pickens, Ark__-- 
Jonesboro, Ark 
Lepanto, Ark. _- 
Wilson, Ark_...-.- 
McCrory, Ark. 
Hughes, Ark 
Marion, Ark 
Armorel, Ark 
Tuckerman, Ark_- 
Weiner, Ark.-_-- 
Burlington, Iowa 
Blytheville, Ark.?__- 
Wolf, Mo aan 
Catron, Mo 

Bell City, Mo 
Conran, Mo 
Charleston, Mo 


—_—_————— 


41996—59 


Quantity 
pledged 


99, 111 
18, 104 
11, 988 
17, 327 
16, 662 
13, 777 
14, 434 
10, 201 
21,775 
16, 697 
15, 660 
15, 323 
14, 989 
13, 783 
11, 539 
10, 452 
11, 051 

2,312 
12, 445 
9, 804 
11, 333 


, 501 
56, 754 
, 121 

4, 895 
5, 408 
143 

, 665 

2, 240 

, 610 
24, 639 
30, 000 





Amount 


$500, 772. 
88, 866. 
59, 288. 
83, 345. 
77, 466. 
66, 006. 
60, 181. 
52, 095. 

106, 822. 
85, 658. 
74, 147. 
71, 777. 
69, 270. 
66, 509. 
63, 902. 
57, 988. 
56, 491. 
55, 773. 
51, 899. 
50, 694. 
50, 533. 


$89, 185. 56 
69, 647. 16 
63, 456. 96 
58, 800. 22 
53, 206. 02 
50, O16. 34 
52, 090. 53 

108, 149. 86 
71, 503. 70 
71, 778. 24 
62, 127. 03 

120, 885. 67 

102, 497. 47 
¥9, 566. 25 
79, 463. 86 

.70 

. 26 

55 

il 

13 

50, 100. 00 


$203, 486, 80 
180, 633. 68 
120, 462. 89 
106, 526. 70 
105, 320. 46 
103, 944. 87 

95, 346. 34 
77, 436. 01 
71, 725. 08 
66, 037. 42 
55, 717. 21 
55, 530. 30 
54, 293. 73 
50, 398. 26 
307, 322. 61 
69, 893. 92 
68, 920. 65 
57, 926. 84 
56, 409. 57 
55, 608. 48 
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1958 crop price-support commodity loans of $50,000 or more, by producer—Continued 


Producer 


John F. Nutt et al 

Vista del Llano Farms et ¢ 
Raymond Castanchoa et a 
Blas Gorrindo, Sr., et al- 
J. G. Boswell Co_- 
Redfern Ranches 

Giffin Inc. et al 

Frank Lamb et al 
Hammonds Ranch, Inc 
Employees Enterprise, Inc 
J. R. Hammonds Estate et al 
J. H. Monaghan 

Sprague Bros- -- 

Iron Mueller Inc. of Colorado__- 
C. V. Cogburn 

Ben Gay 

Rooney Farms 

Delford L. Bowman._-- 
Tom Bradbury 

Bernard Neill et al 

Iler P. Anderson & Sons 
W. T. Wagner & Sons_- 
Lenard Schritter 

Albert Frahm 

Ellsworth Sherman. 

W ycotf Bros 

Theis Co 

Carl N. Brollier 

Jessie Johns et al 
Burkham & Glenn__. 
Wilber White. 

Harold W. Frasier 
Winter Bros___- 
Campbell Farming Corp 
Sheffels Farms, Inc. 

E. G. Onstad 

V.R. Cazier & Sons_- 
Warren Swenson 

Floyd Warren, Inc 
MeNutt Bros 

LeRoy H. Anderson 
Walter Banka & Sons 
Hunsaker Bros_ _- 
Milford Colony, Inc_- 
Sylvia E. Gruel et al___- 
Math. Thieltges__ 
Morrison & Quirk. - 

H. B. Wellnitz 

John Garrett, Jr_- 

E. E. Dilse 

L. E. Tilbert et al 

John D. Kirschmann 
Walter M. Anderson 
Kasmos & Georgearas 
Ralph Crum 

Bafus & Sons 

McCanse Graham & Katfman 
Chas. Carlson 

B. L. Davis Ranch, Ine 
Coppinger & Son 

Key Bros 

A.C. Lindsay 

John Proudfoot & L. Gorger 
O. W. Cutsforth 
Viassenroot & Gilbert 

L. 8S. Glen Thorne 

F. L. Watkins et al 
Archie Harris 

Roy Howard & Sons 
Cross Ranch 
McCormmach Bros 

W. J. Asmussen 

Dennis L. Anderson __.- 
W. T. Waggoner Trust Estate 
Perrin, Perrin & Freeman 
J. W. Huff 

Ware Farms 

Pan Tech Farms 


WHEAT (BUSHELS) 


Address Quant 


pledged 


Elroy, Ariz ig 74, 
Fierbaugh, Calif_- y salad i 68, 
McFarland, Calif. : —— 43, 
| Laneaster, Calif bd 5 ass 4l, 
Los Angeles, Calif 7 38, 
Dos Palos, Calif ee oneal 30, 
Huron, Calif_- : cata 32, 
Meridan, Calif 27, 
Firebaugh, Calif_- 27, 
Huron, Calif_- 31, 
Firebaugh, Calif : 25, 
Derby, Colo 103, 
Holyoke, Colo §2, 
Bird City, Kans.3_ 44, 
Walsh, Colo | 42. 
Brush, Colo | 33, 
Garden City, Kans.3__ 27, 
Wray, Colo 31, 
Littleton, Colo 31, 
Springfield, Colo 31, 
Genoa, Colo 29 
Lewiston, Idaho 49, 
\ berdeen, Idaho 34, 
Colby, Kans : 54, 
Garden City, Kans__. 52, 
Russell Springs, Kans 41, 
Dodge City, Kans 41, 
Moscow, Kans 38, 
Johnson, Kans. 38, 
G0: 35, 
Goodland, Kans 
Sharon Springs, Kans. 
| Dodge City, Kans 
|} Hardin, Mont , 
| Great Falls, Mont 
| Carter, Mont__. 
Toston, Mont-_-- 
Cut Bank, Mont 
Hardin, Mont 
| Eugene, Oreg.‘ 
Conrad, Mont. -_- 
ii 
Toston, Mont 
| Augusta, Mont__-_ 
| Great Falls, Mont 
Chester, Mont_- 
Harvard, Nebr 
Rushville, Nebr 
Clovis, N. Mex 
Scranton, N. Dak 
Voss, N Dak 
Lemmon, N. Dak 
furpin, Okla 
Helix, Oreg 
lone, Oreg 
Cecil, Oreg 
North Powder, Oreg 
lone, Oreg 
Adams, Oreg 
Echo, Oreg 
Milton Freewater, Oreg 
Lexington, Oreg 
Ione, Oreg 
Heppner, Oreg 
Pendleton, Oreg 
do 2 
| Wasco, Oreg-..- 
Touchet, Oreg--- rs 
Milton Freewater, Oreg- 
Pendleton, Oreg 
do . ae 
J U7 Si ee : | 48, 
Onida, 8. Dak__- Res 27, 
Vernon, Tex. __- sf 182, 
Hereford, Tex Soe 95, 
Dumas, Tex : 65, 
Dimmitt, Tex ‘ At, 
Panhandle, Tex__- | 40, 


31, 360 
), 347 
, 244 

, 916 


3, 430 
, 970 | 

, 914 | 

, 365 

, 733 

, 472 
7, 566 
5, 158 
,101 | 

, 720 
32, 112 
5, 005 
, 254 

, 029 
29, 884 
, 708 


, 628 | 


ity 


— 
221 
330 
906 
540 
341 
431 
542 
466 
136 
201 
610 
253 
865 
625 
853 
649 
388 
157 
235 
047 
071 
493 | 
044 
O88 
676 
358 
442 | 
395 | 
000 | 
238 | 





946 


397 
433 
599 
909 
153 
040 
991 





Amount 


$103, 
143, 
91, 
81, 
74, 
64, 
63, 
58, 
57, 


56, 


909. 
14], 
104. 
833, 
360. 
818. 
131, 
462. 


798 
500 


548. 
066. 
, 478. 


12 
19 
81 
80 
18 
02 
48 
44 
96 
18 
03 


22 


, 171. 25 


76, 506. 
AO, 231. 
, 458. 


5, 147. &f 
661, 2: 


, 642, 


, 874. 25 
, 559 
1, 901. 2 


86, 875. 
2, 481. 


2, 635. 


i1, 490. 


2, O86. 
, 732. 
5, 800. 
210. 


063. 


720. ¢ 


951. 2 
608. ¢ 


785. 26 
907. : 


2, 350 
266. 7 


13, 254. 48 


, 307. 
97, 894. 
3, 169. 
2, 709. 





~ te ee ee 


~_—_ 


1 
2. 
3. 5f 
3. 
3 

2. 
5. 

3. 

3. 
1.6 


49 


1958 crop price-support commodity loans of $50,000 or more, by producer—Continued 


WHEAT (BUSHELS)—Continued 


Producer 


T. C. Harvey, Jr.-.-- 
Thomas L. Moran 
Price & Price 

H. H. Hogue 
Delmar Durrett 

W. T. Smoot 

R. H. Holland _- 


J. R. Stump... 


Conrad Williams 
Thomas L. Moran. 
Jap. Wilson & Sons 
Horrigan Farms et al 
D. Everett Phillips_ 
Virgil J. Feezell .__ 
Edgar W. Smith et al 
Tompkins & Sons 

L. C. Staley. . 

Cecil R. Anderson 

J. G, Peyton Trust et al 
John R. Rea et al 

R. L. Ferrell et al 
Don Damon 

Adolph Timm et al. 
Redman Lasater- 
Carl Boyd 
Higginbotham Bros__- 
Dwayne Blankenship--- 
J. E. Hair 

Guy T ‘ray is 

8. T. Farms- 

Rog rer - Moore : 

Owes & Belsby 


Horrigan Investment Co._.. 


Ralph A. Gering et al_- 
Merlin Pbillips- ; 
Bngdahl Ranches..- 


Address 


Gruver, Tex__.-._- 


Dumas, Tex 


Stratford, Tex_-- ears 


Dalhart, Tex 
Amarillo, Tex 
do 


| Perryton, Tex 


Waka, Tex_-- 
Goodland, Tex 
Dumas, Tex 
Claude, Tex 


| Prosser, Wash 
| Lind, Wash 


Mabton, Wash 


| Lancaster, Wash 


Walla Walla, Wash 


| Pullman, Wash 


Walla Walla, Wash 


| Sprague, Wash 


Touchet, “/ash 
Pomeroy, Wash 
Spokane, Wash_-_. 
Harrington, Wash 
Prescott, Wash 


} Pullman, Wash. 
| Hartline, Wash. 


Washtucena, Wash 


Connell, Wash 


| Amber, Wash. 


Phoenix, Ariz.5 
Ritzville, Wash 


Quantity 
pledged 


40, 219 
41, 567 
37, 3: 


| Walla Walla, Wash_- 
| Prosser, Wash —. 
Walla Walla, Wash_ 


Walla Walla, Wash__- 


|} Pendleton, Oreg.5 


Amount 


"08 
08 
26. 50 


. 75 


T. & T. Ranch- | Pomeroy, Wasb._..- : 31, 28 51, 300, 27 
Philip Hoffman et al__._ | Eureka, Wash___ 30,8 50, 235. 33 





Loan was made on rice grown in Arkansas. 
2 Loan was made on soybeans grown in Missouri. 
3 Loan was made on wheat grown in Colorado, 
Loan was inade on wheat grown in Montana. 
’ Loan was made on wheat grown in Washington. 


Mr. Horan. I can cure the wheat situation with just one word if 
you will allow me to put it in the appropriations bill. If you will 
just put the word “millable” in there, 1 think maybe we will be 
fixed. That would eliminate from price support about 625 million 
bushels a year. That would solve our wheat problem. 

Secretary Benson. Then you would have to define “millable.” 

Mr. Horan. Yes. Why in the world have you not done it? Out 
in the State of Washington we have been progressive since 1906 when 
we passed our State laws about what constituted a good apple. Why 
in the world do you not know, as any good flour miller knows s, what 
the word “millable” means? I sat in the church house over in London, 
thanks to Charlie Brannan, who sent me over there to attend, as an 
adviser to the International Wheat Agreement meetings. The dele- 
gate from Italy got up and he w anted to put the word “millable” in 
their international wheat agreements over there. If you will put 
that word “millable” in there, you will solve this 15-acre spaliloa 
right now. 

Secretary Benson. It would in large measure. 
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Mr. Horan. I think so. I am for this $50,000 limitation as it has 
been nig here so we do not hurt the cooperatives that my col- 
league, Mr. Natcher, was talking about. 

That is about all I have. I think Mr. Michel wants to go into some 
other detail on statistics, so I yield to my colleague. 


EFFECT OF LANGUAGE ON TENANT FARMERS 


Mr. Micuer. Alluding to the question Mr. Andersen raised rela- 
tive to the owner of some 42 farms, it would certainly be my own 
feeling that we would not want by this limitation to discriminate 
against a tenant farmer. With one or two or very few exceptions, 
this certainly would not affect any tenant farmer. Under the language 
in the Senate bill, he would qualify as a person. The only difference 
here between the owner and a co-op is that the same limitation for 
person applies to the owner as to the individual persons involved. 

My question is this: What protective language is there in the law 
now which would preclude me, for example, the owner of these 42 
farms, from entering into an arrangement with one of my tenant 
farmers or several of my tenant farmers? With the aggregate of the 
two-fifths that I might extract as my share from ach of my 42 
tenants, I am exceeding the $50,000 limitation, and I want to get down 
underneath it. All my 42 tenants are well below the $50,000 limita- 
tion and could absorb some of it. What limitation is there in the law 
which says that I cannot, for instance, take from one tenant 100 hogs 
instead of my two-fifths of wheat or some other commodity and still 
fall within the provisions? It is a circumvention of what we are 
trying to do, but I can conceive when the pressure gets on some of 
these big operators, the way their minds click, something like this 
could come about. What protective language is there in the law to 
preclude an owner from resorting to this kind of practice ¢ 

Mr. Horan. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Micuen. Yes. 

Mr. Horan. We have known for a long while you cannot legislate 
morality. 

Secretary Benson. Congressman Michel, I presume it would be 
covered and Mr. Shulman thinks it would be in this one provision, 
that— 

The Secretary of Agriculture shall issue regulations prescribing such rules as 
he determines necessary to prevent the evasion of such limitation. 
That is something we would have to work out. 

Mr. Wuirren. Would you permit me to interject at this point. I 
think the House told the Appropriations Committee in effect to write 
a new farm program in an appropriations bill. Let me carry it a 
little further. There are two or three things involved. 

In the first place, this limitation applies to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation people formulating a program. It is my understanding 
they do not formulate the farm program. ‘They are advisory to the 
Secretary. 

Secondly, these funds will expire July 1, 1960. The payments to 
the program come after this bill, which will be in the fall of 1960. 

While the Congress has given us a directive to rewrite in line with 
what we think is the intent and make it work, there is no way for 
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Congress to give us the right or you the right, Mr. Secretary, to tell 
a man how he can rent his farm. If he has been renting for a third 

a fourth, he can rent for cash rent if he wishes to. That is within 
the rights of the parties under the Constitution. We cannot affect 
that. Whatever their intent, if the landowner wishes to change his 
rental contract and rent for cash, it is a matter beyond the reach of 
this section. 

I bring that up because that section will not give you the right, Mr. 
Secretary, to go into the basic rights protected under the constitu- 
tional law of the land for the man to deal with what is his own. 

Secretary Benson. I hope it will not. 

Mr. Wurrren. It is just that way, regardless of what you wish or 
do not wish. Do you not agree, Mr. Secret: ary ¢ 

Secretary Benson. Yes; I think so, generally speaking. 

Mr. Micuen. The chairman anticipated my next question or two, 
which were pretty much parallel to that. 

Notwithstanding the law of the land, we still cannot, under the 
Constitution, legislate in effect to prevent a farmer and his tenant 
from altering their existing contract. 

Mr. SanranGe.o. Your interpretation is one that I do not put on 
this. It seems under the circumstances you described, the farmer is 
trying to comply with the law rather than evade it. You make a 
different interpretation. 

Mr. — HEL. The farmer or the owner? 

Mr. SanrangGe.o. The owner is trying to comply with the law. 
While a give it evil consequence, I do not. The man has a farm 
and it is his constitutional right to rent. If it exceeds $50,000, I do 
not think it is a violation of the statute, and I do not think we intend 
that. He is getting it as rental, not as a loan from the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. We differ as to our interpretation of the act. 

Mr. Micuet. I think it is good to give this as much ventilation and 
airing as possible, because obviously there are going to be some ques- 
tions raised, too, by others. 

Mr. Wuirren. If the gentleman will yield further, I know of sev- 
eral instances, not in my immediate area, of estates which have been 
operated as estates for years and years. It makes no difference 
under the existing law, but actually the land is owned jointly by a 
number of heirs. If, because of this limitation, they actually divide 
what they could have divided years ago, that would not be taken as 
a violation. It would be for the purpose of making themselves eligi- 
ble, but it would be within their right, a right which they could have 
exercised at any time in the past that they may have wished to. 

There are many instances like that which I do not think would be 
a Violation. 

Mr. Horan. According to a strict interpretation of the limitation, 
the landowner could not accept more than $50,000. Is that not right? 

Mr, Suutman. No person could get more than $50,000 worth of 
price support from the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Mr. Horan. Mr. Santangelo raises an interesting point, that he is 
not receiving it asa loan but as rental. 

Secretary Benson. If he receives it as rental, a loan is not involved 
and the limitation does not apply. 
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Mr. Marsnary. It seems to me the Secretary of Agriculture has a 
terrific problem in making a determination of these these limitations. 
It seems to me that throughout our area many landlords and tenants 
have entered into partnership loans. The corn comes out of the field 
and they put it in the same crib and do not make a separation until 
they dispose of that corn. Therefore, a large number of these land- 
lord-tenant relationships must be written on a partnership basis. 

The Secretary, as a matter of limitation, could not conceivably go 
back and disrupt all of those partnership arrangements and try to 
make a breakdown for this limitation. It is just an impossibility. 

Secretary Benson. There will be some complications. We have 
tried to administer complicated programs before, almost unreason- 
able in their complication. We will do our best with this one. 

Mr. Micnex. Might I have a clarification on the $5,000 figure that 
we have been using? When I asked for some figures when this thing 
was first considered on the floor, I recall a figure of 222 loans involved. 
What are we talking about in the $5,000 figure ? 

Mr. Bracu. The 222 was roughly the number of individual 
loans—— 

Mr. Micuen. Which exceed $50,000 ? 

Mr. Bracn. On small grains which exceeded $50,000. It repre- 
sented the individual loans actually made on a selected group of 
1958 crops. 

Secretary Benson. Not all supported commodities; just the grain. 

Mr. Bracn. Just small grains. Corn was not included. 

Mr. Micner. Which would have excluded cotton, dairy products. 

Mr. Bracu. Tobacco, peanuts, naval stores, and corn. 

Mr. Horan. Mr. Chairman, could I inquire how soon the Secre- 
tary and his staff will be able to have the suggestions which Mr. 
Taber requested they send up ? 

Mr. Wurrren. May I say that the Secretary said he had no changes 
in their recommendations which are embodied in what was sent to the 
Senate? If there is some new change, I am sure they will get it to 
us as soon as they can. But the Department’s position is reflected in 
the notes to the Senate which are in the record. 

Secretary Benson. That is correct. 

Mr. Wuirren. If there are any additions, the Secretary will get 
them to us as soon as he can. 

Mr. Horan. I have read those. It is quite obvious that we have a 
responsibility in conference, and I trust the conference with the other 
body will be as intelligent as the discussions were this morning. 

We would appreciate any help we can get from the Department on 
this problem. 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Michel was not through with the witness. 

Mr. Micuer. On these 222 that you originally cited to me, have we 
established that you will furnish definitely for the record the total 
number of all commodities that will have exceeded $50,000 for the 
year 1958? 

Mr. Bracu. No, sir. This listing of approximately 222—actually 
228—represents the number of individual loans on wheat and other 
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small grains made on 1958 crops, for individual commodities only. 
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Regardless of the fact that the producer may have gotten three loans, 
it 1s counted each time; or if it is in four different localities it is 
counted each time. We have no information which would give us 
accurate figures as to the total number of borrowers who received 
$50,000 or more on all price-support commodities combined, in all 
locations and from all sources. We do not have that information. 
Our estimate, based on acreage allotment statistics and such statistics 
as we have on the size of individual loans, is that the number would 
probably not be greatly different from 5,000, plus or minus, in total. 
It isa matter of judgment based on ins idequate information. 

Mr. Wurrren. Would the gentleman yield to me? You have just 
pointed out the weakness of your conclusions. 

Would you supply in that connection the amount of production 
which is involved in that. 5,000 figure? 

Mr. Micuer. That is the next question I was going to ask. We 
have been talking about the infinitesimal amount which is involved 
here. Do we have a rough estimate of what that actually is or will 
that be definitely supplied for the record ? 

Secretary Benson. We can relate it to the size of the allotment; 
can we not? 

Mr. Beacn. Yes. We can make a rough approximation. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

DeEsIGNATED Basic AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 
Total production on farms having acreage required to produce enough crop to be 


eligible for $50,000 of price support and production in excess of maximum permatted 
thereunder 











Production 
| in excess of 
Estimated | Total maximum 
| number of | estimated | permitted 
farms ! production under 
| $50,000 
| limitation 
| 
Tobacco: | 
NMI care cack anss eiinenpeptedbsidad roa e sw eamewiaciaers creas aa a 12 1, 529, 500 | 447, 580 
Flue-cured.....--- ‘  yrakutntainace beekarconiecnenh Wiles ashi a Seema do-_.. 237 | 33, 114, 275 i, 464, 325 
ON Fe ab ce dct Jinctn dass Retteaweee Rs dicing teas 24 | 18, 073, 536 5, 694, 768 
Wheat_ aia aa iaGatetatacen cet bushels 600 | 25, 469, 000 8, 530, 000 
Cotton (choice A)? a in ice [ 500- pound bale 2, 000 1, 690, 000 | 950, 000 
Corn, commercial are a. cl taal Mclain a eel ..bushels_- 102 | 5,374, 000 820, 000 
ME 525s uaa ee sakie tae oaeet eee 537 | 10, 705, 000 4, 430, 000 


1 Total number of estimated allotment farms and/or producers, 3,512. 


2For the 1959 cotton crop, there were 1,017 farms that had original choice (A) allot- 
ments of 500 acres or more. The original choice (A) allotments on these farms totaled 
918,258 acres. Using the 3-year, 1956-58, average yield per acre on a State basis, the 
production on these farms computes to about 1,100,000 bales. 

The only allotment statistics available for smaller farms which may be affected by the 
$50,000 limitation is for farms having 1959 allotments between 100.0 and 499.9 acres. 
There were 23,044 farms that had original 1959 choice (A) allotments in this group to 
Which a total of 3,993,757 acres were originally allotted. On the basis of a rough estimate 
it is not improbable that about 1,000 of these farms mostly in California and Arizona could 
be affected by the $50,000 limitation. The total choice (A) allotments on these 1,000 
farms is estimated at about 300,000 acres. Using the 3-year average State yields, a 
production of 500,000 bales is computed. About 500 additional farms mostly in the delta 
area have allotments large enough to produce eotton to the point that the $50,000 limita- 
tion would be effective ; however, most of these farms have more than one producer, which 
fact would make the limitation inapplicable. 

On the basis of these statistics a total of about 1,200,000 acres of allotment on 2,000 
farms could be affected by the $50,000 limitation. The computed production for these 
farms is 1,600,000 bales. 
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Mr. Micue.. In connection again with that total figure of loans 
which exceed $50,000, I request that together with that we have 
the total amount involved. This is the only way, in my own mind, 
[ can determine what really is involved in excess of $50,000. 

Mr. Breacu. Sir, let me give you what we have. We have a listing 
by name of the producers for each of the loans that we made on each 
of the commodities in each of the States which were more than $50,000, 
showing the number of loans, the quantity, and the dollar amount 
loaned for that particular commodity. That is on the basis of indi- 
vidual loans, not a combination of commodities. 

Secretary Benson. That is what you want, is it not, Congressman ? 

Mr. Micnen. Yes. 

(The listing appears on pp. 46 et seq.) 

Mr. Wurrren. Now may I make it clear? Does that include all 
the loans which a particular producer might have gotten in the course 
of the year or does it indicate what he sold directly ¢ 

Mr. Beacu. No, sir. 

Mr. Wuirren. In other words, if he had split his loans up and got- 
ten one for $10,000, $20,000, or $15,000, or if he had taken his cotton 
or his wheat to the CCC once every 30 days, that would not be in- 
cluded in the 5,000 ? 

Mr. Bracu. It would be included in the loan statistics only as indi- 
vidual loans. 

Mr. Wuirren. You do not know how many producers grossed more 
than $50,000, due to the fact that you have kept a record only of the 
individual loans? 

Mr. Beacu. That is correct. 

Mr. Horan. Of course, section 4 gives wide leeway for the Secretary 
to detect and to punish evasion. 

Mr. Wuirren. Evasion would be that which is illegal. But any 
right which the parties have to divide their land or change their rental 
contracts could not be held to be evasion. It is merely changing within 
their own rights to meet an existing law. You would agree with that. 

Secretary Benson. I would agree with that, Mr. Chairman. Of 
course, this whole thing points up the need for moving in the other 
direction toward less regulation and control rather than more by 
Government ? 

Mr. Horan. I am for that. That is not what we have to deal with. 

Secretary Benson. No. You have a very real problem facing you, 
and we want to be as helpful as we can. 

Mr. Wuirren. Mr. Secretary, I repeat for the record that it is my 
view that the Congress, reacting to public clamor, really set out to 
limit what they thought was something i in the nature of a compensa- 
tory payment. I think the debate and the actions reflect that is what 
the Congress was trying to reach. 

It is my belief that having part of the production out of the pro- 
gram will in effect reduce domestic prices and will greatly increase 
the amount going into the Commodity Credit Corporation which 
‘an come out only at 105 percent of costs. I think the Government 
will lose both ways. 

I was outvoted on the House floor. The Senate went the other 
way, too. But having had this hearing this morning, I am convinced 
that you and your Department were sound when you recommended 
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that it be handled by each commodity. There are 22 commodities 
involved, each with difference es, as the record will show. 

The other thing I personally would hope our conferees would recog- 
nize is that, while you and the Department are hopeful that private 
lending agencies will make loans available to this production which 
is over $50,000, that is problematical and you may be optimistic in 
that hope. Therefore, I would hope that we would be in position in 
conference to insist that we not take a chance on destroying orderly 
marketing. 

I think the record shows that I per the Taber amendment 
only after I had to. I asked again if I had to, and had the Speaker 
say I had to, because I was so strongly opposed to it. I think it isa 
move in the wrong direction. But it is the action of the House and it 
is the action of the Senate. 

The conferees will have a job to try to work out a method whereby 
we can live with the expression of the House and the Senate. Your 
testimony here has been most helpful to us, and I think it will help 
us in trying to work out reasonable language to meet the intent of the 
Congress. Thank you. 

(The following material was requested for the record at the be- 
ginning of the hearing :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION Bit, 1960} 
(Senate consideration requested by the Department on House actions) 


Amount requested 
Agency and item for restoration 
Agricultural Research Service: Salaries and expenses: 
Research: 
Restoration of following House reductions in budget 
estimates: 
Research on humane slaughter meth- 
ods = _-. +$250, 000 
General reduction ___. +-407, 410 
Elimination of House increases over budget 
estimates, as follows: 
Cotton mechanization and ginning re- 
search at the Delta eee 
Stations — 200, 000 
C yy lignin evaluation at Cle mson, 
S.C : —50, 000 
Rese ‘arch on various ; spec cial needs. — 100, 000 
Corn and grain sorghums utilization 
research _ - - ulate S aaaee -100, 000 


Net increase requested a 

Net reduction of $65,000 in House increase in limita- 
tion on amount avail: ible for construction and alteration 
of buildings, composed of the following: Elimination of 
House increase in limitation (— $100,000); increase to 
provide for alterations of meat laboratory facilities at 
Beltsville, Md. for humane - slaughter research 
(+$35,000). 

Plant and animal disease and pest control: Restoration of 
House reductions of budget estimate, as follows: For 
cooperation with States in suppressing and preventing 
further spread of the soybean cyst nematode ($327,100) ; 
for continuing program for eradication and prevention of 
spread of vesicular exanthema ($200,000); and for other 
essential control and eradication programs ($242,300) - -- +769, 400 
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AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1960—Continued 


“ Amount requested 
Agency and item for restoration 


Agricultural Research Service: Salaries and expenses—Con. 
Meat inspection: Restoration of House reduction of budget 
estimates, as follows: Increase in meat inspection work- 
load ($150,000); and general reduction in meat inspection 
service ($189,000) + $339, 000 
Special fund: Elimination of language added by the House 
which would carry forward $1 million of unused funds 
from the 1959 appropriation for additional labor at field 
research installations. 
Extension Service: Cooperative extension work, payments and 
expenses: Federal extension service: Restoration of House 
reduction of budget estimate : 
Farmer Cooperative Service: Salaries and expenses: Restoration 
of House reduction of budget estimate 
Soil Conservation Service: 
Conservation operations: Elimination of House increase 
over budget estimate___ — 1, 250, 000 
Watershed protection: Elimination of House increase over 
budget estimate ; : — 5, 500, 000 
Flood prevention: Elimination of House increase over 
budget estimate 3, 300, 000 
Great Plains conservation program: Restoration of House 
reduction of budget estimate__ . ee > : +5 000, 000 
Agricultural conservation program: 
Elimination of House increase of $125 million in the ad- 
vance authorization for 1960 program proposed in budget 
estimate. 
Elimination of language providing that no change shall be 
made in the 1960 program which will have the effect in any 
county of restricting eligibility requirements or cost sharing 
on practices included in the 1957 or 1958 programs unless 
such change shall have been recommended by the county 
committee and approved by the State committee. 
Elimination of language requiring that the proportion of 
the State fund initially allocated to any county for the 1960 
program would not be reduced from the distribution of such 
fund for the 1958 program year. 
Agricultural Marketing Service: Marketing research and service: 
Marketing research and agricultural estimates: 
Restoration of House reduction of budget estimates, as 
follows: For continuing consumer preference studies 
already underway ($294,600); and to avoid curtail- 
ment of marketing research, outlook and situation, and 
crop and livestock estimating services ($97,900) _ ___- +392, 500 
Marketing services: 
Restoration of House reductions of budget estimate, as 
follows: 
For mandatory poultry inspection_ - + $385, 000 
For Packers and Stockyards Act____ + 243, 000 
General reduction _ _ _ - + 156, 400 
Elimination of House increase over budget 
estimate, for various special needs * 24, 000 
Net increase _ _ _- sand Spe ee ' 760, 400 
School lunch program: 
Reduction in House increase over budget estimates — 10, 000, 000 
Elimination of language transferring funds from sec. 32 
for additional payments to States 
Foreign Agricultural Service: Salaries and expenses: 
Restoration of House reduction of budget estimate which the 
House committee report indicated should come from for- 
eign currencies _ : ; +- 750, 000 
Restoration of House reduction of $100,000 in proposed 
transfer from sec. 32 funds. 
Elimination of House increase over budget estimates for the 
use of foreign currencies (dollar equivalent) ; 750, 000 


- 43, 657, 248 
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AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL, 1960—Continued 


sted : q ; ene 
On Commodity Exchange Authority: Salaries and expenses: Elimi- 


nation of House increase over budget estimate_ 
Soil bank program: 
Conservation reserve: 
Elimination of language added by House which would 
000 require that conservation reserve staff be used to liqui- 
date acreage reserve program. 
Restoration of House reduction of budget estimate for 
the 1960 appropriation _ _- 
Restoration of House reduction of $1,318, 000 in budge t 
estimate for administrative expenses limitation. 
Restoration of House reduction of $771,900 in limita- 


255 tion on transfer to ‘Local administretion, sec. 388, 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938.” 
200 Restoration of House reduction of $50,000,000 in the 


authorization for the 1960 calendar year program. 
Elimination of language added by the House which 


000 would impose a $3,000 limitation on annual payments 
to any individual or corporation under the program. 

000 Elimination of language added by the House which 
would restrict contract period to 5 years and annual 

000 rentals to a fair rental value based on production 
diverted. 

000 Acreage reserve: Restoration of language and amount elimi- 


nated by House from budget estimate__ 
Farmers Home Administration: 
Loan authorizations: 

Elimination of House increase over budget estimates, as 
follows: Farm ownership loans ($12,000,000); farm 
operating loans ($20,000,000); soil and water conser- 
vation loans ($1,000,000) _ _ -__- - 
Elimination of language added by the House pro- 

viding a $20 million contingency loan authorization, 

Salaries and expenses: 

Restoration of House reduction of budget estimate___- ‘ 
Restoration of House reduction of $100,000 in pro- 

posed limitation on transfer from ‘‘Farm_ tenant- 

organs fund” for administrative expenses. 
Office of the General Counsel: Salaries and expenses: Restoration 
: ® of the House reduction of the budget estimate 
Library: Salaries and expenses: Restoration of House reduction of 
NO GUIN 4 oe... coca nnpnanonine wactties danas 
Commodity Credit Corporation: 
Restoration of capital impairment: Restoration of House 
500 reduction from budget estimate 
Limitation on administrative expenses: Restoration of House 
reduction from budget estimate i * 
Statement of the Department with respect to the pro- 
vision in the House bill which would prohibit the Commodity 
Credit Corporation from processing any commodity loan in 
excess of $50,000. 


400 


000 
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000 


000 





— $9, 500 


+50, 370, 000 


+1, 050, 000 


— 33, 000, 000 


+1, 000, 000 


+195, 200 
+32, 600 


+100, 000, 000 
+5, 700, 000 


58 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SHPRVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, RESEARCH 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 673) 


(Senate hearings, p. 139) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $3,870,400 provided by the 2d Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1959) $62, 915, 290 


Budget estimate, 1960 64, 240, 000 
House allowance, 1960 63, 961, 590 


House reduction__- 278, 410 


AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Page 3, line 7 strike out “$63,961,590” and insert in lieu thereof “$64,169,000”, 
an increase of $207,410. 
Page 3, line 15 strike out “$739,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$674,000”, a de- 
crease of $65,000. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The changes made by the House in the increases proposed in the budget esti- 
mate and the amendments recommended by the Department are summarized in 
the following table: 


sina a en ; ies ecient —_— ities appasiia itil 
Increases | House | Amend- 
Item in budget | House bill change ment re- 
estimate quested 


| 
Research on humane slaughter methods ~ $250, 000 ‘ —$250,000 | +$250, 000 
Construction and improvement of physic: al facilities 
at National Arboretum 200, 000 
Construction of laboratory facilities for crops research 
at Logan, Utah 600, 000 
To provide for transfer from the Department of the 
Army of laboratory facilities for entomology re- 
search at Orlando, Fla i 
Increases above budget estimates: 
Cotton mechanization and ginning research at the 
Delta Experiment Station_- ‘ 200,000 | +200,000 | —200,000 
Cotton quality evaluation at Clemson, 8.C_- pidoens 50, 000 +50, 000 — 50, 00 
For special needs, including rese arch on m ushrooms, 
grape virus diseases, diseases of hogs, and soil 
and water conservation. Diem iuteica dere 100, 000 +100, 000 — 100, 000 
Research on utilization of corn and grain sorghums ; 100, 000 +100, 000 — 100, 000 


Subtotal. -_- . = ,12 1, 250, 000 | -+129, 000 — 200, 000 
General reduction__--_-- | —407, 410 | —407, 410 +407, 410 














Total ; ; , cocce 842,590 | —278,410 | +207, 410 


1 House bill provides language authorizing transfer without reimbursement. 


A statement on these changes follows 

Decrease of $250,000 for research on humane slaughter methods.—Public Law 
85-765 approved August 27, 1958, directs that research be conducted to develop 
and determine humane methods for the slaughter and handling of livestock and 
requires that the Secretary designate for the different species of livestock, such 
methods as are humane. 

The methods of slaughter which could be designated by the Department as 
humane are based chiefly on research by large packers or manufacturers of 
packing house equipment in this country, or on research in foreign countries. 
Some of the methods are expensive, especially for the small packer. Some 
produce hemorrhages or other tissue changes in certain classes of animals which 
interfere with Federal meat inspection. 

Exploratory research shows an urgent need for more intensive studies espe- 
cially in slaughtering of hogs to meet the needs of small packers for inexpensive 
equipment. The use of mechanical and electrical stunners on hogs, including 
effects on the carcasses and meat, requires intensive study, and similar problems 
occur with sheep and cattle, especially older animals. 
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Proper administration of Public Law 85-765 requires full knowledge of all 
circumstances involved in humane slaughter of livestock. To provide suitable 
facilities for some of the research work, it would be necessary to alter a part 
of the meat laboratory facilities at Beltsville, Md. Therefore, $35,000 of this 
increase would provide for these required alterations. 

The Department recommends that this reduction of $250,000 made by the 
House be restored. 

Reduction of $71,000 due to providing for acquisition of land and improve- 
ments at Orlando, Fla., from Department of the Army without reimbursement.— 
The House report, page 12, states: 

“The bill also includes language transferring to the Department of Agriculture 
approximately 19 acres of land at Orlando, Fla., which is excess to the needs of 
the Department of Defense. About 9 acres of this tract, on which are located 
World War II temporary barracks-type buildings, are currently being used by 
the Department of Agriculture for research on the biology and control of insects. 
In order that this research work might not be interrupted, the committee has 
approved the proposed land transfer. However, in view of the intensive business 
use of adjacent property as a shopping center, and the very high value of the 
tract in question for commercial development, the committee seriously questions 
the desirability of the continued use of the tract as an agricultural research sta- 
tion. The Department is, therefore, requested to select possible alternative loca- 
tions for this research and to submit its recommendations for the consideration of 
the committee.” 

The budget estimates include an increase of $71,000 to reimburse the Depart- 
ment of the Army for the transfer of these facilities as a means of bringing the 
item before Congress for budgetary consideration. 

The Department agrees to the reduction, and to the language inserted by the 
House to provide for the transfer in lieu of the language relating to this item 
provided in the budget estimates. 

Increases above budget estimates.—The House provided increases totaling 
$450,000 for items not included in the budget estimates. The House report 
(p. 10) stated as follows with respect to these items: 

‘“* * * $900,000 for research on cotton mechanization and ginning at the Delta 
ixperiment Station, and $50,000 for quality evaluation at Clemson, S.C. ; $100,000 
for various special needs, including research to meet the problems of mushrooms, 
research on grapevine virus diseases, research on diseases of hogs, and expanded 
research on soil and water conservation ; and $100,000 for additional research on 
the utilization of corn and grain sorghums.” 


In further explanation of certain of these increases, the House report, page 11, 
States: 

“The demand for increased efficiency in the cotton industry has led to many 
technical improvements in cotton production, harvesting, ginning, and spinning. 
These new developments, however, have brought with them some serious prob- 
lems. For example, mechanical harvesters gather substantial amounts of trash 
and foreign matter with the picking of cotton. Also, the use of heat at the gin 
to dry cotton, coupled with cleaning machines, frequently breaks and damages the 
fibers. The committee has included $250,000 to initiate a program of research 
designed to improve the handling of cotton and to prevent further deterioration 
in the quality of cotton products. 

“The committee feels that the research work of the Department relative to the 
utilization of corn and grain sorghums holds promise. The research being per- 
formed at the Northern Research Laboratory at Peoria, Ill., on such projects as 
high-amylose corn and artificial drying of corn should prove to be of great value 
to the grain industry. To speed up this work, the committee has added $100,000 
to the bill for further research in this area.” 

The Department considers these items added by the House above the budget 
to be of a lower priority than the work which would necessarily have to be 
eliminated under the reduction proposed by the House discussed below. There- 
fore, the Department recommends that the work contemplated under the in- 
creases totaling $450,000 not be undertaken in 1960. 

General reduction of $407,410.—This general cut would considerably reduce 
the effectiveness of current research work. To avoid weakening of all research, 
the Department would necessarily have to close out some lines of work, inelud- 
ing the possible closing of some field stations, the operation of which would not 
be economic under the reduced program. The lack of adequate funds for the 
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procurement of equipment and supplies and other support of the scientific staff 
is the most critical problem of the research program. 

Funds for the research program in 1958 and 1959 have already absorbed wage 
board increases, a portion of the increased penalty mail and retirement costs, 
costs of converting GS employees to wage board, and higher costs for equipment, 
supplies, and other operating items. The total of such absorbed costs is esti- 
mated to exceed $1,500,000. It is estimated that more adequate operating funds 
for the procurement of equipment, supplies, and necessary labor and subprofes- 
sional help would increase research output from 25 to 50 percent. 

The Department strongly recommends that this reduction of $407,410 by the 
House be restored. 

Construction limitation.—The House bill, page 3, line 15, increased the limita- 
tion on the amount available for the construction and alteration of buildings 
from $639,000, the amount provided in the budget estimates, to $739,000. 

The increase of $100,006 presumably was provided by the House to permit con- 
struction and alterations of facilities related to the proposed increases above 
the budget estimates. Since the Department recommends that those increases 
not be provided, the revision in the building limitation of $100,000 is not re- 
quired. However, the limitation should be established at $674,000 to provide 
$35,000 for necessary alterations at Beltsville, Md., of the meat laboratory fa- 
cilities for humane slaughter research. 


AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, PLANT AND ANIMAL DISEASE AND PEST CONTROL 


(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 836) 


oo 


(Senate hearings, p. 139) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $3,500,000 appropriated in Supple- 


mental Appropriation Act, 1959, and $2,302,000 provided by the 
2d Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959) -------------------- $52, 934, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960___-_ See neti oodie E 49, 110, 000 
House allowance, 1960 48, 340, 600 


House reduction 769, 400 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 4, line 1, strike out “$48,340,600,” and insert in lieu thereof, “$49,110,000,” 
an increase of $769,400 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT (PP. 12-13) 


“A total of $48,340,600 is proposed for fiscal year 1960, a decrease of $769,400 
in the budget estimate and a decrease of $4,472,100 below the 1959 appropriation. 
The amount recommended includes increases of $152,900 for control of the soy- 
bean cyst nematode and $400,000 for eradication of vesicular exanthema of 
swine. The amount approved also provides for a reduction of $5 million in the 
brucellosis program and a transfer of leasing costs of $25,000 to the General 
Services Administration. 

“The soybean cyst nematode was first discovered in North Carolina in 1954. 
Infestations have now spread to 22 counties in Arkansas, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
Missouri, North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. Soybeans are being grown 
on 24 million acres this year in the United States and the annual value of the 
crop is approximately $1 billion. In view of the spread of this infestation and 
in view of the value of the crop involved, the committee has provided the in- 
crease listed above. This will enable the Department, in cooperation with the 
affected States, to conduct surveys as to the extent of infestation, to enforce 
Federal quarantines to prevent further spread, and to encourage adoption of 
farm practices to hold the infestation to a minimum. 

“Vesicular exanthema is a highly infectious disease of swine which is most 
often spread by contact with infested swine, contaminated shipping and han- 
dling facilities, or the feeding of raw garbage. This disease has reached emer- 
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gency proportions in 1953 and the Department has been in the process of eradi- 
cating it since that time. While it has been almost entirely eradicated, some 
funds are needed next year to maintain a small force to discover new cases 
promptly and to stamp out infection before it spreads. In the past, the program 
has been financed on a reimbursable basis through the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. It is believed preferable to finance it in the future by direct appro- 
priation, since the program has no connection with activities of that 
organization.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed amendment would restore the House reductions in the following 
items: 





Items reduced Budget House | Restoration 
estimate bill | requested 






For cooperation with States in suppressing and preventing 
further spread of the soybean cyst nematode $480, 000 $152, 900 | $327, 100(a) 


For continuing the program for the eradication and prevention 


spread of vesicular exanthema of swine previously fi- 


inced by advances from CCC 600, 000 | 400, 000 200, 000(b) 
General reduction in amount provided for all other plant and | 
animal disease and pest control activities s 242. 300 2492 300(c) 





NE cbiimbntirenbdnmdide 7 ; : | 1, 080, GOO 310, 600 769, 400 





(a) Restoration of $327,100 for control of the soybean cyst nematode is needed 
to prevent the spread of this recently introduced pest to new areas and to work 
with State agencies in field testing procedures that have shown promise under 
laboratory conditions for freeing soil of infestation. The soybean cyst nema- 
tode is a serious threat to the billion dollar soybean crop. The infestation 
is now believed to be confined to a very small part of the 24 million acres de- 
voted to soybean production in the United States. To permit the Department 
to join with the States in suppressing this destructive pest, and to attain the 
other objectives noted in the House committee report, there is urgent need to 
restore the budget estimate. 

(b) Restoration of $200,000 for financing eradication of vesicular exanthema 
of swine is needed. The disease is mainly spread through movements of ex- 
posed swine in commerce and through the feeding of raw garbage. There are 
over 12,000 premises feeding garbage to approximately 2 million hogs annually. 
In cooperation with the States, periodic inspections of garbage feeding premises 
and surveillance of swine moving through stockyards and saleyards have been 
an essential factor in bringing under control this disease which only a few 
years ago existed in 41 States. 

Federal and State Governments have expended a total of approximately $17 
million to eradicate and prevent the spread of vesicular exanthema. If such 
action had not been taken the losses to the swine and related industries would 
have been many times that amount. During the past 3 years progress in the 
control of this disease has permitted the Department to steadily reduce the 
funds for this program. The budget request for $600,000 to maintain mini- 
mum inspections of interstate movements, aid to the States in inspections of 
garbage feeding premises, and to provide for prompt diagnosis of outbreaks is 
more than offset by elimination of the 1959 item of $1,077,000 for this program 
financed by advances from CCC. 

(c) Restoration of the general reduction of $242,300 is needed to provide for 
important control and eradication programs. The reduction could not be ap- 
plied to mandatory animal or plant quarantine operations since they are al- 
ready stretched to the limit in an endeavor to provide adequate inspection. 
The reduction, therefore, would curtail essential control programs which are 
operated in cooperation with the States and other agencies. Included in this 
group are brucellosis, tuberculosis, khapra beetle, Japanese beetle, pink boll- 
worm, soybean cyst nematode, grasshopper and mormon cricket, barberry and 
witchweed. 

_The Department strongly recommends that these three reductions totaling 
$769,400 made by the House be restored. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, MEAT INSPECTION 
(House hearings, pt. 4, p. 2619) 


(Senate hearings, p. 270) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $1,750,000 appropriated in the Sup- 

plemental Appropriation Act, 1959, and $1,709,100 provided by 

the 2d Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959) _--.--..--------- $20, T85, 100 
Budget estimate, 1960 ben a : ss lin aa dasibes cacy cciglacucicg: Aes ERE 
House allowance, 1960__---~-- hsasiseas icici asad ang aa ia onion cskeedienataemdae= > aaa a 


enon 


House reduction = ; so = 339, 900 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 4, line 9, strike out “$21,135,100” and insert in lieu thereof $21,475,000,” 
an increase of $339,900, to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 18) 


“The committee recommends the sum of $21,135,100 for 1960 for this activity. 
This is an increase of $350,000 over funds available for 1959. It is a reduc- 
tion of $339,900 in the budget estimate. 

“The Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1959, approved August 27, 1958, 
provided an additional $1,750,000 to meet the increasing workload of this activ- 
ity. That appropriation covered operations for only 10 months of the fiscal 
year 1959. The increase set forth above is provided to cover a full 12 months’ 
cost in fiscal year 1960.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The proposed amendment would restore the following House reductions: 


| | | 
Item Budget House bill | Restoration 
estimate requested 


Budget increase 1960: 
Additional funds needed to convert 1959 increase from 10- 
to 12-month basis_-- bes ie eda borne eneence $350, 000 GRR: 000 Piscine che 
Amount required for additional inspection needs-_------- 150, 000 eae $150, 000 
General reduction eeommaer : = Sak : —189, 900 


NS antes Asis ieiniahiion iene . 500, 000 160, 100 


The House reduction in the estimate would make it impossible to bring the 
meat inspection staff to the level anticipated when the Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1959, was passed August 27, 1958. That act provided an addi- 
tional $1,750,000 to the Department on a 10-month basis. The reduction of 
$189,900 is identical in amount to the increased pay costs that were absorbed 
in 1959. This was possible in 1959 because of delays incurred in the early 
part of the year in hiring additional inspectors, but the restoration of this 
amount will be required to maintain the present inspection staff in fiscal year 
1960. 

Additional meatpacking plants and increases in the number of cities and 
towns where such plants are located are expected to result in need for addi- 
tional meat inspectors. Insufficient numbers of inspectors disrupt packinghouse 
schedules and are a threat to consumer protection. 

The House reduction in funds would curtail the needed inspection staff by 
about 55. 

The Department strongly recommends the restoration of the reduction of 
$339,900. 
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES, SPECIAL FUND 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 956) 


(Senate hearings, p. 158 
Appropriation, 1959 


Budget request, 1960 
House allowance, 1960 


House increase 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 
Page 4, lines 10-18, strike out the entire item. 
HOUSE REPORT (P. 12) 


“Testimony before the committee indicates that the Department’s research 
work at many of its laboratories and field stations is suffering from the lack 
of adequate labor and other subprofessional assistance to relieve the higher 
paid scientists of the more routine duties involved. The committee feels that 
more effective research work could be done if arrangements were made under 
contract or through cooperative agreements to employ help needed in prepara- 
tion of experimental plants, harvesting of experimental crops, caring for experi- 
mental animals, and care and maintenance of buildings, equipment, and other 
research facilities. To enable the Administrator of the Agricultural Research 
Service to meet this problem, the committee has included language which will 
carry forward $1 million of unused funds from the 1959 appropriation for 
this purpose.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The continued high level of Federal outlays requires the Department to 
make every effort to keep expenditures to the minimum. Since the budget 
proposes to continue agricultural research at a substantial level in 1960, the 
Department recommends deletion of this item. 


EXTENSION SERVICE 
COOPERATIVE EXTENSION WORK, PAYMENTS AND EXPENSES 
FEDERAL EXTENSION SERVICE 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 979) 


(Senate hearings, p. 287) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $154,100 provided by the 2d ee: 
mental Appropriation Act, 1959) __. $2, 250, 640 


sudget estimate, 1960 2, 258, 795 
House allowance, 1960 


House reduction 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 7, line 4, strike out “$2,242,540” and insert in lieu thereof “$2,258,795,” an 
increase of $16,255 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT (P. 14) 


“An appropriation of $2,242,540 is approved for the fiscal year 1960. This is 
the same amount as is available for 1959, and is $16,255 less than the budget 
estimate.” 


41996—59—_5 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The House reduction of $16,255 would make it necessary to curtail the services 
rendered the Department and the States in educational work in poultry mar- 
keting. The Service is so organized that there is generally only one staff member 
responsible for providing leadership and assistance in the various subject mat- 
ter fields. The specialist involved seeks to obtain more widespread and rapid 
dissemination and application of research findings, and serves as the liaison be- 
tween the research agencies and the Extension Service in his subject-matter 
field. He works with the State and county extension agents and appropriate 
personnel in the land-grant colleges to incorporate in educational programs the 
most recent developments concerning improved marketing and utilization prac- 
tices. Such research findings must be furnished to the States and counties 
promptly if they are to be effectively used, and program content must be adjusted 
to keep pace with rapidly changing procedures and developments. 

The House allowance is $8,100 below the amount finally provided by the Con- 
gress in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959. 

As a result of increased operating costs for the past several years without a 
corresponding increase in appropriations, the Federal Extension Service has 
economized and curtailed services to a point where it is no longer able to satisfy 
the requests from the States and adequately meet its obligations to the Depart- 
ment. For example, the Service has already absorbed $13,000 toward the pay 
act costs, and $9,300 needed to cover the increased postal costs. This further 
reduction of $16,255 as provided in the House action, can only be met by curtail- 
ment of essential services in the subject-matter area described above. 

Therefore, the Department recommends that the reduction of $16,255 made 
by the House be restored. 


FARMER COOPERATIVE SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 1011) 
(Senate hearings, p. 312) 
Appropriation, 1959 (includes $39,900 provided by the 2d Supplemental 


Appropriation Act, 1959 


Budget estimate, 1960 
House allowance, 1960 


House reduction 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


2age 7, line 8, strike out “$615,800” and insert in lieu thereof “$620,000,” an 
increase of $4,200 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 15) 


“The sum of $615,800 is recommended for the coming fiscal year. This is the 
same amount as was appropriated for fiscal year 1959, and is a reduction of 
$4,200 in the budget estimate.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House action in reducing the estimate by $4,200 would impair the ability 
of the Service to perform urgently needed research and technical assistance for 
farmers and their cooperatives. When this reduction of $4,200 is added to a 
previous absorption of $5,025, it will result in a total absorption of nearly 20 
percent of the increased pay act costs in 1960. In addition, the Service has 
absorbed increased penalty mail costs of $3,300 as well as continually increasing 
travel and other operating costs. The combined impact of this absorption of 
increased costs and the further reduction of $4,200 would make it necessary for 
the Service to reduce the assistance required by cooperatives to meet their 
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urgent problems. While demands on this Service have greatly increased, the 
number of employees provided for by this appropriation has decreased from 75 
in 1950 to 67 in 1960. 

The House allowance is $2,100 below the amount finally provided by the Con- 
gress in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959. 

Rapid expansion of integrated marketing organizations and increased use of 
contract farming arrangements have intensified problems of cooperatives and 
their needs for research and related assistance. Farmers need more efficient 
cooperatives to help them obtain the advantages of integration, to expand mar- 
kets for products, to obtain better prices for products they sell and to acquire eco- 
nomically production supplies and services essential to their farming operations. 

Full restoration of the budget estimate would permit the Department to more 
effectively maintain this important program for farmers and their cooperatives. 


SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


CONSERVATION OPERATIONS 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 1066) 


(Senate hearings, p. 325) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $6,102,800 provided by the 2d Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1959) $80, 882, 800 


Budget estimate, 1960___- i wines Sant _ 81, 072, 000 
House allowance, 1960 ; 82, 322, 000 


House increase 1, 250, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 7, line 20, strike out “$82,322,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$81,072,000,” 
a decrease of $1,250,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 15) 


“The committee has provided $82,322,000 for the coming year, an increase of 
$1,250,000 in the budget estimate and an increase of $1,760,400 over the appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1959. 

“It is estimated that 30 new districts will be organized during the present 
fiscal year and that an additional 25 districts will be formed during fiscal year 
1960. As has been the case each year in recent years, no additional funds were 
included in the 1960 budget to cover the staffing of new districts during the 
coming fiscal year. Without such additional funds, the needs of the new dis- 
tricts would have to be met by the transfer of technicians from existing districts, 
which would spread existing personnel thinner. 

“As pointed out in previous reports, the committee feels that some expansion 
in funds and personnel is necessary each year as new districts are organized. 
The basic law guarantees the services of soil conservation experts to all dis- 
tricts, both new and existing ones. ‘Therefore, the committee has provided 
additional funds for next year to assure adequate assistance to all of the 2,861 
districts expected to be in existence by June 30, 1960, and to meet the needs in 
watershed and flood prevention work.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimate would maintain essentially the same substantial level of 
appropriation currently provided for technical assistance to farmers and ranchers 
in soil conservation districts. In light of the objective to balance Federal 
expenditures and revenue and with the present size of this appropriation, it is 
considered that reasonable services to new districts organized in 1960 can be 
provided by the existing staff. Therefore, the Department recommends restora- 
tion of the budget estimate. 
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SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE The 
the e 
WATERSHED PROTECTION estim 


——e 


(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 1082) 


(Senate hearings, p. 325) 
Appropriation, 1959 . 500, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960_____ ae 20, 000, 000 
House allowance, 1960 25, 500, 000 


House increase 5, 500, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 9, line 18, strike out “$25,500,000” and insert in lieu thereof $20,000,000”, 


a decrease of $5,500,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 16) 


“Testimony before the committee indicates that local interest continues to 
grow in the watershed program. During 1958 fiscal year, 175 new applications 
for watershed project assistance were received from local sponsors, bringing to 
S887 the total received as of June 30, 1958. These applications cover over 69 
million acres of watershed lands in 47 States and Territories. As of December 
12, 1958, an additional 121 new applications have been received in the fiscal year 
1959. It is estimated that a total of 1,837 project applications will be under 
consideration by June 30, 1960. 

“Watershed needs, judged by this willingness of local organizations to par- 
ticipate, far exceeds that of the Great Plains program, for which a budget in- 
crease was requested. Therefore, funds for watershed projects have been re- 
stored by the committee to the 1959 level. It is the intention of the committee 
that planning funds be restored in full also.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House action in increasing the “Watershed protection” appropriation 
would make more funds available for obligation in the 1960 fiscal year than is 
needed for the level of operations planned. The budget contemplated a carry- 
over from 1959 to 1960 fiscal year of an estimated unobligated balance of $10 
million. Due to operational delays it now appears that the carryover may be as 
much as $14 million. The appropriation of $20 million requested in the budget 
and the current carryover estimate would thus make $34 million available in 1960. 
This is $5,704,167 more than is now estimated will be obligated in 1959 and will 
be adequate to finance the Government’s share of all works of improvement 
now planned for the 1960 for all projects where the local groups will be ready ‘\ 
to proceed with construction. app! 
In view of the House committee’s comments in its report and the increased prog 
carryover balances now anticipated, it is planned to maintain the 1960 budget pleti 
for project investigations and development of watershed work plans at rate 
$4,900,000, the amount originally provided for 1959. This would enable con- anot 
tinuing planning work in 1960 at the same rate as programed for 1959. a 
as p 
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The following tabulation reflects the activities under this appropriation and 
the estimated distribution of the available funds on the basis of the budget 
estimate and on the basis of the later estimate of carryover balances: 





Estimated obligations, 1960 








Activity On basis of 
Budget greater 
estimate estimated 
carryover 
from 1959 
i Tea nC OUND UR NIN a Og er ioe madacle Geen nububaeee $4, 300, 000 $4, 900, 000 
2. Installation of works of improvement: 
(a) ‘* Pilot’? watersheds. -- iii lea a a a 4, 500, 000 4, 500, 000 
(6) Watersheds authorized under Public Law 566......_........_.--- 19, 200, 000 22, 500, 000 
3. Loans and related expense. --- SE ne ee ee ee Oe ee 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 
4, Surveys and investigations of water resources programs. -...............-- 1, 000, 000 1, 100, 000 
PU ciiusatssahnadebnaumsiiasadak sada eines aieeiaed Ledee hese 30, 000, 000 34, 000, 000 





In view of the above, the Department recommends that the budget estimate of 
$20 million be approved for this item. 


SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
FLoopD PREVENTION 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 1101) 
(Senate hearings, p. 327) 


MeO ROIOR, DONO i oiais baci wa auneniee naam tate $18, 000, 000 
ne ORTIDAOE, SOU seco tant cease aneumas axes 15, 000, 000 
MIS RUNS WNINCI ae cS se Sees ci sea ieoncnees 18, 000, 000 

PIS I is as ta a a ar a a ial 8, 006, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 10, line 7, strike out “$18,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$15,000,000”, 
adecrease of $3,000,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 


(P. 16) 


“Work on the 11 major watersheds financed through the “Flood prevention” 
appropriation is still far behind a reasonabie rate of progress. At the time this 
program was initiated in 1944, it was estimated that the projects would be com- 
pleted in about 15 years. The 15-year period has now passed, yet the average 
rate of completion is only about 28 percent. It is estimated that it will take 
another 20 years to complete some of these projects, on the basis of the amount 
of funds requested in the 1960 budget. 

“To permit the work on the major watershed projects to proceed as rapidly 
as possible, the committee has restored flood prevention funds to the 1959 level. 
In view of the constantly increasing costs of construction, earlier completion 
should result in a saving in the total cost of these projects.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimate contemplates maintaining the level of program operations 
that existed before the increase made last year specifically as an antirecession 
measure. In light of the overall conservation effort of the Department, the 
objective to balance Federal expenditures and revenue, and progress being made 
under this program, the Department recommends restoration of the budget 
estimate. 
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SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
(House hearings, pt. 2, p. 1118) 


( Senate hearings, 
Appropriation, 1959 ' $10, 000, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960____- , 500, 000 
House allowance, 1960____- a 500, 000 


House reduction______ , 5, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 11, line 6, strike out “$7,500,000” and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$12,500,000,” 
an increase of $5,000,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 


(Page 16) 


“The accompanying bill includes $7,500,000 for the coming fiscal year. This 
is a decrease of $5 million in the budget estimate and is a decrease of $2,500,000 
below the appropriation for fiscal year 1959. 

“The participation in this program has not been as large as originally projected 
by the Department. In fiscal year 1958, only $5,636,148 was obligated for this 
purpose, leaving an unused balance of over $4 million available for fiscal year 
1959, in addition to the 1959 appropriation of $10 million. As of March 31, 1959, 
only $7,095,531 of the $14,373,853 available for 1959 had been committed. At 
this rate of obligation, a large carryover balance of funds will be available in 
fiscal year 1960 in addition to the new appropriation of $7,500,000 included in the 
bill. Thus, between $10 million and $12,500,000 will probably be available in 
1960 for this program.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House report assumes that participation in the Great Plains conservation 
program will continue at about the average rate for the first 9 months of the 
1959 fiscal year. However, on July 1, 1958, the program operations were just 
starting in the majority of the then designated 288 counties in the 10 Great Plains 
States. Farmers and ranchers were just becoming acquainted with the program 
and personnel to provide technical assistance to program participants had not 
even been assigned in all counties. By April 30, 1959, participation in this 
program had increased about fourfold over July of 1958, and work is now well 
underway in 331 designated counties. The marked increase of participation 
is indicated in the following table of obligations: 

Month Obligations | Month Obligations 
July 1958__________--______ $504, 445 | February 1959 $1, 326, 059 


August 1958_____- 574. 749 | March 1959_______----_-___ 1, 272, 3% 
September 1958 470, 074 

October 1958_____- =e ea 683, 908 Snbtotal..__._...._ ._.... 7, OO am 
November 1958 a 597, 472 | April 1959_..___________-_.. 2, 121, 9% 
December 1958____ 4 <= TST, 455 — 
January 1959 879, 043 Total___ _... 9, 217, 487 


There is every indication that the rate of obligations will continue to increase 
above the February to April rate. There were 201 new long-term, cost-sharing 
contracts signed in March, and 381 in April, for a total of 2,131 contracts iD 
force on April 30, 1959. There were also 2,687 active applications on hand 
requesting program assistance. The 308 new applications received in March, 
and 552 in April, indicate the current increasing interest in the program. 

It is now estimated that rot more than $500,000 will remain unobligated 
June 30, 1959. Under the House bill the available funds for the fiscal year 
1960 would amount to only $8 million ($7,500,000 plus $500,000) as compared 
with the estimated obligations of $13,900,000 in 1959. This would require 4 
reduction in the program of $5,900,000. Such a reduction would have a very dett'- 
mental effect upon this relatively new program. Installation of conservatio 
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measures on the lands of the Great Plains area that are subject to severe erosion 
and water loss is essential to the maintenance of a stable agriculture in that 
area. Furthermore, many applicants are waiting for program assistance and 
are anxious to move ahead with the installation of protective measures. 
The Department recommends that the reduction of $5 million made by the 
House be restored. 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
1960 ADVANCE PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION 
(House hearings, pt. 2, pp. 483 and 1219) 
(Senate hearings, p. 360) 


Advance authorization, 1959 program : $250, 000, 000 


Budget estimate for advance authorization, 1960 program 100, 000, 000 
House bill, 1960 250, 000, 000 


House increase in 1960 program authorization _- 150, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 12, line 15, strike out “$250,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$100,- 
000,000,” a decrease of $150,000,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 17) 


“* * * the committee recommends an advance program authorization of 
$250 million for 1960. The Budget proposed to reduce this authorization to 
$100 million for 1960, a reduction of $150 million in the amount which has been 
carried in the bill each year for a number of years. This is the fourth time 
since 1953 that a substantial cut of this nature has been proposed by the Budget. 

“The committee received a large amount of testimony again this year from 
‘dirt farmers,’ Members of Congress, representatives of farm organizations, and 
others in support of this program. This testimony, which appears in part 4 of 
this year’s hearings, contains convincing evidence as to the real value of this 
program to the farmer and to the entire Nation. 

“Approximately 114 million farmers participate in this program each year. 
This is about 25 percent of all farming units in the Nation. In comparison, 
there are less than 125,000 participants in the conservation reserve program 
(soil bank), for which the Budget proposes an advance program authorization 
of $375 million for 1960.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The House action in increasing the advance authorization for the 1960 agri- 
cultural conservation program would not affect the appropriation requested for 
fiscal year 1960, but would require the 1961 fiscal year appropriation to be 
increased by about $150 million over that which would be required for this pro- 
gram under the budget estimate. 

The level of conservation activities for all programs for the calendar year 
1960 will be substantial. In the budget estimate, an advance authorization of 
$100 million for the 1960 agricultural conservation program was requested. It 
is believed that under present circumstances the 1960 agricultural conservation 
program can be reduced without material damage to ultimate conservation 
aecomplishment. This reduction was made in view of the continued high level 
of Federal expenditures and the necessity for some reductions to be made in 
outlays, especially in future years. Moreover, there are pressing needs in many 
areas of public effort in behalf of agriculture and of agricultural resources which 
cannot be met even with minimum adequacy unless offsetting reductions in 
expenditures can be otherwise achieved. The proposed reduction in the agri- 
cultural conservation program can be made without real damage to conserva- 
tion and thus release funds for more compelling needs. Much of the present 
agricultural conservation program expenditure is production increasing in 
effect and without protective effect upon soil and water reasources. 
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AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 
AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
PROVISION RESTRICTING PROGRAM CHANGES 
(House hearings, pt. 2, pp. 483 and 1219) 

(Senate hearings, p. 360) 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 12, lines 20-25, after the colon, strike out “Provided further, That no 
change shall be made in such 1960 program which will have the effect in any 
county, of restricting eligibility requirements or cost sharing on practices in- 
cluded in either the 1957 or the 1958 programs, unless such change shall have 
been recommended by the county committee and approved by the State conm- 
mittee :”. 


JUSTIFICATION 


It is the policy of the Department to give States and counties as much flexi- 
bility in program matters as possible and to fully consider their views at all 
times. However, it is essential that the Department, through its responsibility 
for national direction of the program, retain authority to make needed changes 
to assure that the best interests of all farmers and the public are properly 
served by the program. To deny the Department the opportunity to make any 
desirable changes removes the latitude needed to make necessary adjustments 
to assure maximum program benefits. This concept is believed to be valid re 
gardless of the size of the program which may be approved. 

The Department recommends deletion of this proviso. 

If the Congress should retain this provision the Department recommends that 
the phrase “either the 1957 or the 1958 programs” be deleted and the phrase 
“the 1959 program” inserted in lieu thereof. This change would keep the re 
strictive proviso on a current basis, and reduce the administrative problem 
otherwise involved. The proviso as worded will require a review of all 1960 
county programs to see that if a change is made from 1959, that change does 
not represent a restriction over 1957 or 1958. Since counties have already 
(under the directive in the 1959 Appropriation Act) retained in their 1959 
program those provisions of the 1957 and 1958 programs which they desired to 
retain, any extension of this proviso would more appropriately be based on the 
1959 programs as developed by the counties. 


AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM SERVICE 


AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION PROGRAM 


PROVISION PREVENTING REDUCTION OF COUNTY ALLOCATIONS 
(House hearings, pt. 2, pp. 483 and 1219) 
(Senate hearings, p. 360) 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 13, lines 1-4, after the colon, strike out “Provided further, That the 
proportion of the State fund initially allocated to any county for the 1960 
program shall not be reduced from the distribution of such fund for the 1958 
program year :”. 

JUSTIFICATION 


This new proviso would require that the proportion of the State fund initially 
allocated to any county for the 1960 program be the same as the distribution 
of such fund for the 1958 program. The Department believes this provision 
should be eliminated because it deprives every State committee of the authority 
to make any change from 1958 (increase or decrease) in the proportion of the 
State fund initially allocated to any county. As conditions between counties 
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change, the need for agricultural conservation program assistance changes, 
Therefore, State committees should be permitted to retain the authority to 
recognize these changed needs in the initial county allocations of agricultural 
conservation program funds. 

The Department recommends deletion of this proviso. 


AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING RESEARCH AND SERVICE 
MARKETING RESEARCH AND AGRICULTURAL ESTIMATES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1261) 


(Senate hearings, p. 77) 


Appropriations, 1959 (includes $1,176,100 provided by the 2d Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1959) $15, 371, 100 


Budget estimate, 1960 15, 437, 000 
House allowance, 1960 15, 044, 500 


House reduction 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 15, line 14, strike out “$15,044,500” and insert in lieu thereof $15,487,000”, 
an increase of $392,500 to restore the estimate. 


SUSPENSION OF CONSUMER PREFERENCE STUDIES 
HOUSE REPORT (P. 19) 


“A reduction of $294,600 has been made in the marketing research activities 
of this organization. While the consumer preference studies have been of value 
in the past, the committee feels that this work should be suspended for the 
coming year to provide funds for what appear to be more urgent needs elsewhere.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House action would result in a serious imbalance in the development of a 
sound marketing research program and reduce the Department’s effectiveness on 
important research activities, as follows: 

(a) Research on market potentials for new markets and new uses for agri- 
cultural products, including economic evaluation of competitive factors and 
market tests, depends in part on consumer preference and discrimination studies 
to provide a complete picture. For example, an important part of the market 
test for new instant dehydrated mashed potatoes, developed by utilization 
research, could not have been as successful without the consumer survey of 
a cross-section of the household consumers in the test cities. 

(b) One phase of research on improvement of grades and standards requires 
the determination of actual consumer wants and expectations regarding quality 
factors. This can only be accomplished through techniques employed in con- 
sumer preference research. An example of this may be found in the problem 
of establishing grades and standards for meats. An important element of this 
problem is in ascertaining what consumers expect to find in the various grade 
levels—a field where little information on consumer preference is presently 
available. 

(c) Consumer preference studies provide an important and necessary supple- 
ment to the Department’s research on ways and means of increasing the retail 
Sales of farm products. Suspension of this research would deprive a variety 
of farm groups, promotional groups, and independent processors and distributors 
of relevant data on which to base their decisions on what, where, and how to 
Sell. This research is also needed by commodity groups to guide them in setting 
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up consumer education programs, making improvements in packaging, changing 
distribution, and in establishing and appraising their approach to advertising 
and promotional activities. 

Suspension of consumer preference research in its entirety would prevent 
completion, for an indefinite period, of urgently needed research already under- 
way, including studies involving research contracts. This research includes; 

(a) Anational study of homemakers’ use of and opinions about eggs (contract), 

(b) A national study of mothers’ fiber preferences among selected items of 
children’s clothing (contract). 

(c) Consumer acceptance of red pulp-fortified grapefruit juice. 

(7d) Women’s attitudes toward cotton and competitive fibers in selected items 
of clothing (contract). 

(e) Manufacturers’ opinions toward fibers and competing materials in shoes 
and slippers. 

(f) The knowledge and attitudes of retail store personnel about fibers and 
fabrics in textile products. 

(7) Extent of blending of natural and synthetic fibers by textile mills. 

This important work is well advanced and termination as of June 30, 1959, 
would waste the dollars and effort already invested. If the House action 
should stand, $120,000 will be needed to complete the contract and related 
work already underway, including final analysis and publication of results. 
Planned research which would necessarily be suspended in 1960 if the House 
action is sustained includes: 

(a) Survey of factors associated with consumer acceptance of fresh citrus 
products, with emphasis on quality factors preferred and attitudes toward 
natural versus artifically colored skin. This survey has been requested by 
growers and shippers. 

(b) Consumer opinions about certain new products or processes developed in 
the USDA laboratories (dehydrated sweetpotatoes, fruit and vegetable powders, 
vegetable chips, Ruby Red grapefruit juice, dehydrofrozen peas). This study has 
been requested by the utilization research laboratories of the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. 

(c) National study of consumer preferences for selected fruits and vege- 
tables, including apples, dried prunes, fresh and canned plums, and a variety of 
fresh vegetables. This study has been requested by growers and research 
and marketing advisory committees. 

(d) Attitudes of teenage children toward fibers in selected items of cloth- 
ing, which has been requested by cotton growers and handlers. 

(e) Consumer ability to discriminate certain quality variations in poultry 
and eggs and their preferences for certain characteristics. Research and 
marketing advisory committees, growers, and USDA commodity specialists have 
requested this study. 

The suspension of any part of an integrated research program necessarily 
hampers all related research. To be productive, a research program must 
have an assured status of continuity. If Federal research is to be turned 
on and off, it is expected that scientists and other technicians would be 
hesitant to enter this field as a productive career service. 

The staff presently engaged in consumer preference work—small, highly 
specialized, and well balanced—has a nationwide and international reputation 
for competence and scientific integrity. A good share of the work is conducted 
either under contract or with part-time field enumerators. <A serious conse 
quence of the House action would be the adverse effect that temporary suspen- 
sion of these activities would have on the maintenance of the staff of competent, 
permanent employees. 

Continuation of consumer preference work is vitally needed, and it is urgently 
recommended that it be continued. 


GENERAL REDUCTION 


The House made a general reduction of $97,900. This is the amount by 
which the final supplemental appropriation in 1959 for pay act costs exceeded 
the amount included in the House version of the second supplemental appropria- 
tion bill, 1959. This cut would require the curtailment of marketing research. 
outlook and situation, and crop and livestock estimating services badly needed 
by farmers and others, in making planting, harvesting, and marketing decisions. 

This decrease, coming on top of the absorption of about $117,000 in pay act 
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costs reflected in the 1960 budget, would result in a total absorption of about 
$215,000 or nearly 18 percent of the increased pay act costs applicable to the 
programs financed under this subappropriation. This eut of $97,900 would 
materially reduce the effectiveness of the marketing research and crop and live- 
stock work. 

In view of the above, the Department strongly recommends restoration of the 
House reduction of $392,500. 





AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING RESEARCH AND SERVICES 
MARKETING SERVICES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1261; pt. 4, p. 2639) 


(Senate hearings, p. 77) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $1,936,600 provide by the 2d Sup- 





plemental: Appropriation: Act, 1900) 65.6 o4ecosSs co occu. $22, 5$ M0, 600 
Bagect estimate, 2000s 22a.06268 Si et BE seein nemawauwea 26, 623, 000 
IRIN TARR CIIN RI a a ie cee mnnmind wegen ane ien 24, 862, 600 

NNR TOO tnt 8 he es TN ee oe a ee ke ee 1, 760, 400 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 15, line 25, strike out “$24,862,600” and insert in lieu thereof “$26,623,- 
000”, an increase of $1,760,400 to restore the estimate. 
The House reduction totaling $1,760,400 consists of the following: 


| House changes | 


tem Budget 


| House bill 

estimate | Application | Specific 

of general | reductions | 

reduction 
rs scsiehaitiieg , at emapancentta : ——_—__—_|——— a 
Mandatory poultry inspection - - - $10, 497, 000 — $59, 000 | — 385, 000 | $9, 053, 000 
Packers and Stockyards Act 1,578, 315 7,915 | 43, 000 | 1, 327, 400 
Various special needs (House report, p. 20 | 194’ 000 24, 000 
All other marketing services bi 14, 547, 685 | 89, 485 | 14, 458, 200 
Total . ‘ aod 26, 623, 000 | — 156, 400 | 1, 604, 000 24, 862, 600 


The Department’s comments with respect to the House changes are as follows: 
MANDATORY POULTRY INSPECTION 
HOUSE REPORT (P. 20) 


“Mandatory poultry inspection was initiated on May 1, 1958. As of March 
19, 1959, a total of 472 plants were receiving inspection service under the act. 
It is estimated that a total of about 650 eviscerating and slaughtering plants will 
be qualified for such service by June 30, 1959. An appropriation of $6,500,000 
was made for 1959 for this activity. The increase provided for fiscal year 1960 
Will provide funds for placing inspection on a full-year basis in all eviscerating 
plants and should enable the Department to carry on this work at a satisfactory 
level during the coming year.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


_ The House bill would provide a total budget of $9,053,000 for the poultry 
inspection program in 1960, a reduction of $1,444,000 from the budget. SJased on 
the April 1959 level of operation in the plants, this amount would finance during 
1960 inspection service in only about 630 of the 693 evisceration and slaughter 
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plants which as of April 30 had plans approved, one of the prerequisites entitling 
them to inspection service. 

Because of the large production and supply of poultry, the 500 eviscerating 
and slaughter plants now under the mandatory program are requesting additional 
inspection staff to cover additional lines and shifts. Also information con- 
eerning other plants wnich had not previously been considered subject to the 
act has increased the potential number that may qualify from 748 to 823. 

To the extent funds are inadequate to provide mandatory inspection service, 
the Department must exempt plants which are subject to the act. Exemption 
of plants where killing and eviscerating of poultry is performed would directly 
contradict what appear to be the principal intent of the law. Further, exempt 
plants would be placed in an unfair competitive situation, since many buyers are 
now restricting transactions to inspected poultry and many others have indi- 
cated their intention to follow this practice. 

To comply with the law, and to provide equitable treatment to all eviscerating 
and slaughter plants subject to the act, the Department must have adequate 
resources to provide service to plants as they require it. 

Therefore, full restoration of the House reduction is urgently requested. 


PACKERS AND STOCKYARD ACT 


HOUSE REPORT (P. 20) 


“Changes in the Packers and Stockyards Act adopted in the last session of 
Congress brought all livestock transactions in interstate commerce, regardless 
of the size of the market, under the supervision of the Department. This has 
increased the number of yards subject to the act from about 1,000 to an estimated 
2,100. In order to enable the Department to meet this added responsibility, the 
increase of $250,000 is provided for next year.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House reduction in the estimate for administration of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act would seriously limit the Department's ability to effectively 
earry out the provisions of this regulatory law. 

The $493,000 increase proposed in the 1960 budget estimate did not reflect the 
full amount necessary to carry out the mandatory provisions of this law including 
the increased responsibilities imposed by the recent amendment. The 1960 
budget was limited to an estimate of what is urgently needed and reasonably 
could be done in that fiscal year in terms of (1) expanded supervision of posted 
yards, and (2) investigation of unfair trade practices. 

Around one-half of the $493,000 requested increase was for extending the 
program to posting and supervising additional markets and yards including 
trade practices at such yards. The balance of the request was for continuing 
the increased emphasis on investigations of trade practices of packers which 
has been the subject of intensive congressional discussions in the past few years 
and which the Department considers to be an urgent matter. 

The language of the House report would indicate that the increase of 
$250,000 allowed by the House should be devoted chiefly to the posting and 
supervision activities. 

Therefore, the Department strongly urges full restoration of the House cut 
in order to permit the Department to carry forward the work, including the 
investigation of unfair trade practices, as contemplated and required under 
the recently revised law. 


VARIOUS SPECIAL NEEDS 
HOUSE REPORT (P. 20) 


“* * * The amount approved also includes $24,000 for various special needs 
which were brought to the committee's attention during the hearings. 

“For example, the development of objective methods of forecasting and esti- 
mating production of cling peaches appears to be an important matter in the 
peach growing areas of the country. Further, the Department should review 
the need for crop and livestock reporting services in Alaska. In addition, 
$6,000 of the fun’ provided in this bill should be earmarked for establishing 
of a market news service on fruits and vegetables at Blythe, Calif. It is under- 
stood that the State of California will match these funds to finance this service.” 
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JUSTIFICATION 


These three items were not included in the budget. The two items for the 
development of objective forecasting and estimating production of cling peach 
production, and for establishing a crop and livestock reporting service in Alaska 
appropriately come within the subappropriation “Marketing research and agri- 
cultural estimates.’ The two items referred to cannot be undertaken in 1960 
within the amount allowed by the House for this subappropriation without cur- 
tailment of work of higher priority now underway. 

The third item proposes a market news reporting service at Blythe, Calif., 
which would operate about 6 months of the year and would cover lettuce, canta- 
loups, watermelons, and other fruits and vegetables as necessary. Such a service 
would qualify currently as category II to be jointly financed by Federal and 
State funds. The Department believes initiation of this service should be de- 
ferred until a subsequent year in view of the heavy demands for Federal funds 
for other work of a higher priority. 


GENERAL REDUCTION 


A general reduction of $156,400 was made by the House. This is the amount 
by which the final supplemental appropriation in 1959 for pay act costs ex- 
ceeded the amount ineluded in the House version of the second supplemental 
appropriation bill, 1959. This decrease has been applied to all activities con- 
ducted under this appropriation, including the programs for which increases 
were allowed by the House (see tabulation, p. 73). 

This decrease together with the absorption for pay costs reflected in the 1960 
budget would result in a total absorption of about $275,000 or nearly 15 percent 
of the increased pay costs applicable to the programs financed under this sub- 
appropriation. 

The House reduction of $156,400 in 1960 would result in curtailment of badly 
needed marketing services particularly market news, grain inspection, and regu- 
latory activities. 

In view of the above, the Department strongly urges restoration of the total 
House ent of $1,760,400. 


AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
ScHooL LUNCH PROGRAM 
( House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1261) 


(Senate hearings, p. 77) 


| 
| Appropria- | Transfer from 
i tion sec. 32 


a 
Available, 1959............... ‘ e $110, 000, 000 000 | $35, 000, 000 _$145, 000, 000 





Budget estimate, 1960____- Bi, o. Deets 100, 000, 000 100, 000, 000 
House allowance, 1960__....- Se. Ja - 110, 000, 000 43, 657, 248 153, 657, 248 


House increase_...........-. - “ +10, 000, 000 443, 657. 248 +53, 657, 248 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


-age 16, line 18, strike out “$110,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof $100,000,- 
000”, a decrease of $10,000,000 to restore the estimate. 

age 16, lines 20-24, strike out “Provided further, That for additional pay- 
ments to States in accordance with the National School Lunch Act for the 
purchase of food, $43,657,248 shall be transferred to this appropriation from the 


funds available in the fiscal year 1959 under section 32 of the Act of August 24, 
1935.” 





HOUSE REPORT (P. 21) 


“* * * the committee has provided for the direct distribution to the schools 
of the entire amount of the transfer from section 32, to be used for the purchase 
of necessary food items. 

“The committee has provided an appropriation of $110 million in the 1960 bill, 
the same amount as was appropriated for fiscal year 1959. In addition, it has 
included language which will transfer to the program the estimated unused 
balance of section 32 funds for 1959 of $43,657,248. This will provide a total of 
$153,657,248 for school lunches in the coming fiscal year. 

“Since it is preferable to use CCC commodities to feed schoolchildren than to 
keep them in storage, the Department should do everything possible to make 
certain that commodities are made available to the school lunch program in such 
quantities as can be advantageously used. The committee recommends that 
the Department make determination each 30 days as to the commodities which 
are available for this purpose from CCC stocks, and notify school lunch authori- 
ties promptly of the specific items and quantities available for distribution to 
the schools.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The House action would increase the Federal cash contribution to the school 
lunch program more than $53 million above the budget estimate, and more than 
$43 million above the 1959 appropriation. 

Consistent with the School Lunch Act of 1946, it has been the general policy 
of the Department to encourage the States to assume increased responsibility 
for the school lunch program. Considerable progress has been made in this 
direction, and in accordance with this policy the budget estimate proposed an 
appropriation of $100 million for Federal assistance to the school lunch program 
for fiscal 1960. 

It is also the general policy of the Department to give first priority to the 
schools of any surplus commodities available for donation under section 32 
purchase programs and any commodities available for domestic distribution 
from CCC stocks under section 416. For this reason, the budget recommended 
the discontinuance of the authority to transfer funds from section 32 to the 
school lunch program for the purchase of commodities. In its presentation 
before the Appropriations Committees, the Department pointed out that eco- 
nomic conditions were such that it is likely that supplies of surplus commodi- 
ties available during fiscal year 1960 will exceed those available in fiscal 1959. 
In addition to the direct assistance through the “School lunch” appropriation 
and section 32 and section 416 donated commodities, the States are also receiv- 
ing Federal cash assistance under the special milk program. Federal assistance 
to the school lunch program through these various sources appears to be at a 
reasonable and adequate level to encourage the States to continue to assume the 
fullest possible responsibility for the financing and administration of the 
program. 

With reference to the availability of CCC-donated commodities, the Depart- 
ment continuously reviews the stocks owned by the Corporation. The States are 
notified at the earliest possible date of the commodities available and are re 
quested to submit estimates of the quantities that the schools can use. Alloca- 
tions are normally made on a quarterly rather than a monthly basis (as sug- 
gested by the committee). The Department believes that quarterly allocation 
is the most efficient way to carry on this distribution activity. As noted above, 
the school lunch program is given preference over other domestic or foreign 
outlets, where supplies are limited. 

Therefore, the Department recommends the deletion of the House increase in 
the appropriation, and the language authorizing the transfer of section 32 funds 
inserted by the House. 
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FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1481) 


(Senate hearings, p. 407) 


| 
| Foreign 
Allocation currency 
from sec. limitation 
32 funds (dollar 
equivalent) 


appropri- 


— 
| 
Direct 


ation 


. ninnne—uetiinerestinaiatatiaaraasiiapainite naar —_\—— novemenaagenanneel renames sat 


vided by the 2d Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959) | $4, 234, 320 
Budget estimate, 1960___- eleaianes ek cat 4, 268, 300 
House allowance, 1960_--_-- Saag ; 3, 518, 300 
House change a ‘ ‘ =~ inal ‘ —750, 000 


2, 593, 000 $560, 000 
2, 493, 000 1, 310, 000 


| 
| 
' 
Available, 1959 (direct appropriation includes $232,020 pro- | 
— 100, 000 +750, 000 


1Be) es 





AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Page 17, line 10, strike out “$3,518,300” and insert in lieu thereof “$4,268,300,” 
an increase of $750,000 to restore the estimate. 

Page 17, line 16, strike out “$2,493,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$2,593,000,” 
an increase of $100,000 to restore the estimate. 

Page 17, line 22, strike out “$1,310,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$560,000,” a 


ae me 


decrease of $750,000 to restore the estimate. 
HOUSE REPORT (P. 21) 


“The budget estimate provides a total of $7,421,300 for the operation of this 
activity during the coming year. Of this amount, $4,268,300 is requested as a 
direct appropriation and $2,593,000 is requested as a transfer from section 32 
funds. In addition, the use of $560,000 in foreign currencies derived from sales 
under Public Law 480 is proposed. 

“The committee recommends total funds for fiscal year 1960 of $7,321,300. Of 
this amount, $3,518,300 is provided by direct appropriation, $2,493,000 is pro- 
vided by transfer from section 32, and $1,310,000 is provided from Public Law 
480 local currencies. Since local currencies are now available in large amounts 
the committee feels that they should be used for a greater part of the expenses 
of the Foreign Agricultural Service operations than heretofore.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


Use of foreign currencies in lieu of appropriated dollars——The House action 
in reducing the estimate for appropriated dollars by $750,000 and increasing 
the limitation on foreign currencies by $750,000 proposes the use of foreign cur- 
rencies for expenditures which as a practical matter can only be made in dol- 
lars. The Department is in agreement with the principle of utilizing foreign 
currencies to the maximum extent practicable. However, when the necessary 
requirements of the Service are considered along with the currencies which are 
available in particular countries, the use of currencies to the extent contem- 
plated by the House action would be impracticable. 

This is illustrated by the following: 

1. Only 30 of the 53 foreign posts are located in countries having Public Law 
480 agreements. In several of these countries the agreements were in small 
amounts and currencies have all been utilized. In some others the amounts 
available are not sufficient to carry programs beyond 1960. 

2. The foreign funds provided for market development under section 104(a) 
of Public Law 480 amount to less than 2 percent of the total receipts of foreign 
currencies resulting from the sale of surplus commodities under title I of Public 
Law 480. All available funds have been allocated in some countries, where mar- 
ket development work can be most effective. Uses by other agencies are taking 
all of the funds in some other countries. For example, in section 104(h) Con- 
gress gave the Secretary of State a priority in each country for funds up to $1 
million a year for a period of up to 5 years for the international exchange pro- 





gram. In several countries where large amounts of funds are available, only 
limited market development activities or other agricultural attaché work is 
feasible at this time, for example: Indonesia, Yugoslavia, and Poland. 

3. Foreign currencies can be used for only a limited part of the needs of the 
Service. To use foreign currencies for other costs would reduce the effectiveness 
of the operation by limiting the areas in which work can be done or by limiting 
the conditions under which it could be carried out. Foreign currencies are not 
“available in large amounts” to FAS in most of the countries in which the work 
is carried out. 

4. If the foreign currencies authorized cannot be made available in countries 
where they can be used, a serious situation would develop which could not be 
met without further action by the Congress. 

5. The increasing use of foreign currencies seriously complicates adminis- 
tration and increases administrative costs. Using a different currency in each 
country with constantly changing rates of exchange and with varying accept- 
ability for payment of obligations, imposes serious and costly administrative 
problems. 

Removal of surplus commodities (transfer).—The action in reducing the 
amount to be transferred from “Removal of Surplus Agricultural Commodities” 
(sec. 32 funds) would necessitate cutting back work which is being carried out 
in the current fiscal year since the $100,000 increase is entirely to put on a full- 
year basis the activities for which funds were provided for a part of the 1959 
fiscal year. 

These activities are primarily for essential operations activities in implement- 
ing the Public Law 480 sales program, including issuing purchase authorizations 
and providing managerial direction for agricultural exhibits. In addition, the 
increased commodity support for market development activities in foreign coun- 
tries is provided under this transfer. To reduce these activities would impair the 
Service’s efforts in marketing agricultural commodities abroad. 

The Department strongly recommends (1) that the reduction of $750,000 in the 
appropriation be restored to the budget estimate; (2) that the limitation on use 
of foreign currencies be correspondingly reduced; and (3) that the reduction 
of $100,000 in the transfer from “Removal of surplus agricultural commodities” 
be restored. 


COMMODITY EXCHANGE AUTHORITY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1631) 


(Senate hearings, p. 383) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $63,500 provided by the 2d Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1959) 


Budget estimate, 1960 
House allowance, 1960 


House increase 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 18, line 9, strike out “$909,500” and insert in lieu thereof “$900,000”, a 
decrease of $9,500 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 


(P. 22 


“The bill carries an appropriation of $909,500 for fiscal year 1960. This is an 
increase of $16,300 over 1959 funds and is $9,500 more than was requested in the 
budget. The amount recommended is based on the regular 1959 appropriation of 
$832,000, plus $77,500 to cover the full cost of the pay act increases approved last 
year. 
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“The committee does not feel that this organization should be required to ab- 
sorb the cost of its salary increases, due to the small number of personnel and 
the essential nature of its work. Also, this agency has been very economically 
operated throughout the years, with a steadily decreasing number of employees, 
despite constantly increasing demands on its personnel.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Department recommends that the budget estimate for this agency be 
approved. The budget estimate of $900,000 represents an increase of $4,500 
above the final 1959 appropriation, including the supplemental estimate of 
$63,500 provided in the Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959, for pay 


act costs. 


SOIL BANK PROGRAM 
CONSERVATION RESERVE 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2119) 


(Senate hearings, p. 553) 


Operating expenses 


Program | Minimum Total appro- 
payments | transfer to priations 
Total sec. 388 for 
ASC county 
committees 


Appropriation, 1959 (including inerease in | 
operating expense limitation provided by 
2d Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959) | $183, 713, 800 $16, 286, 200 ($12, 836,900)! $200, 000, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960. __- i ..----| 341,052,000 | 19, 318, 000 (15,171,900)| 360,370,000 


House allowance, 1960_- a wa ‘ | 292, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 (14, 400, 000) 310, 000, 000 
| . 


1, 318, 000 (771, 900) | 50, 370, 000 


House reduction. _. | 49, 052, 000 | 


AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Page 18, line 15, strike out “and to carry out liquidation activities for the 
acreage reserve program,”’. 

Page 18, line 16, strike out ‘$310,000,000”" and insert in lieu thereof “$360,370,- 
000”, to restore the estimate. 

Page 18, line 17, strike out “$18,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$19,318,- 
000”, to restore the estimate. 

Page 18, line 18, strike out “$14,400,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$15,171,- 
900”, to restore the estimate. 

HOUSE REPORT (P. 22) 


“An appropriation of $310 million is provided to pay off obligations under 
the 1959 conservation reserve and to meet operating expenses of that program, 
For the 1960 crop year, the committee recommends an advance authorization of 
$325 million. Both amounts recommended are $50 million less than proposed 
in the budget. 

“The record of the soil bank programs raises many serious questions as to 
the advisability of continuation of the conservation reserve program. Hearings 
of this committee have been filled with examples of the weaknesses of this 
program and the abuses to which it is subject by its very nature. The hearings 
this year include further examples of the waste and inefficiencies which are 
inherent in the program.” 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The following table illustrates the effect of the House reduction on program 


payments exclusive of the $2 million for tree seedling production, to be made 
from the 1960 appropriation : 


[Million dollars} 


| payments 
| from Budget 
Total com-| inception estimate 
mitment through 1960 ! 
June 30, | 
1959 


| | 
Estimated 

| 

| 


Program payments: 
Annual rental 


Practice payments: | 
1956-58 programs. --- Ss ecouoes init teats 85. 69.0 | 
1959 program sdendecwnehawn 5 91. 254.9 | 
1960 program _- Bdbes Ga Lat S034. 52: 


Reestablishment---__--- eile iit ah eee aan 5. 5.6 | 


Subtotal, practice payments. 


Total 








1 Revised to reflect current situation with regard to distribution between rental and practice payments, 

2? Includes $13,125,000 which may not be paid to producers by June 30, 1959, but will be required for practice 
payments in 1960. 

3 Will be increased by $13,125,000 if carryover from 1959 materializes. 

4 Includes use of $19,932,525 carryover from 1958 and 1959. 


The House action in reducing the appropriation by $50,370,000 would have a 
serious effect on the ability of the Department to make payments under con- 
tracts with producers. The most recent estimates indicate that about $266 
million will be required in 1960 to make annual rental payments under 1956-59 
contracts, and about $73,052,000 from this appropriation will be required to make 
practice payments. The appropriation for program payments is based on esti- 
mated cash requirements during the fiscal year, not on an obligation basis. Ex- 
perience has demonstrated that it is extremely difficult to develop even fairly 
reliable estimates of cash requirements. Several factors are responsible, in- 
cluding weather conditions and availability of materials at the time and place 
needed to carry out practices. A recent factor which is becoming increasingly 
important is the extent of reestablishment or replacement of practices needed. 
A change in one or more of these factors could have a substantial effect on the 
appropriation needed during the year. 

If the House reduction in program payments and operating expenses is allowed 
to stand, and the rate of practice completion materializes in line with the De 
partment’s current estimate, it will be necessary to defer into the fiscal year 
1961 all practice payments on the 1960 program and more than half of all 
practice payments on 1959 contracts and related compliance checking. Any 
part of the 1959 appropriation available for program payments and not needed 
to cover sight drafts to be issued before July 1, 1959, will be transferred to and 
remain in the Commodity Credit Corporation to cover sight drafts required 
to be issued early in the fiscal year 1960. This could amount to about 
$13,125,000. 

Of the House reduction of $1,318,000 for operating expenses, $546,100 would 
have to be made at the National and ASC State office levels. This would pre- 
clude adequate assistance and supervision of ASC county committees which is 
essential if the alleged inequities and criticism of program operations are to be 
overcome. As the workload increases on a cumulative basis it follows that more 
intensive supervision is required. 

The House bill provides that all necessary operating expenses of liquidating 
the acreage reserve program in the fiscal year 1960 be charged to the adminis- 
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trative expense limitation in this appropriation. Since such costs are estimated 
to amount to $1,050,000, the balance available for conservation reserve program 
activities would be inadequate to carry out the assigned responsibilities. At the 
county level, the pay increase costs in 1960 for both acreage reserve and con- 
servation reserve are estimated to be $1,140,000. If this amount and if $800,000 
of the acreage reserve liquidation costs which will be required by ASC co inty 
offices must be absorbed within the House limitation of $14,400,000, the balance 
available for conservation reserve operating expenses would be nearly $400,000 
less: than available in 1959. Since the number of contracts requiring servicing 
increases on a cumulative basis, administration at the county level would clearly 
be below minimum requirements. 

While the Department recommends that the acreage reserve estimate be 
restored, it would not object to the House recommendation that liquidation fune- 
tions of the acreage reserve be carried out by conservation reserve personnel, 
provided the appropriation and administrative expense limitation for the con- 
servation reserve are increased by. $1,050,000, the estimated cost of liquidation 
functions related to the acreage reserve program in 1960. 

The Department strongly recommends that the House reductions in both 
the appropriation and the operating expense limitation (including the transfer 
to ASC county committees) be restored. 


SOIL BANK PROGRAM 
CONSERVATION RESERVE 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2119) 


(Senate hearings, p. 553) 


Advance program 
authorization 


Appropriation Act, 1959 (1959 calendar year program)___________ 8375, 000, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960 (1960 calendar year program) 375, 000, 000 
House allowance, 1960 325, 000, 000 


House reduction 50, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 18, line 25, strike out “$325,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$3875, 
000,000,” an increase of $50 million to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(Pp. 22-23 


“An appropriation of $310 million is provided to pay off obligations under the 
1959 conservation reserve and to meet operating expenses of that program. For 
the 1960 crop year, the committee recommends an advance authorization of 
$325 million. Both amounts recommended are $50 million less than proposed in 
the budget. 

“The record of the soil bank programs raises many serious questions as to the 
advisability of continuation of the conservation reserve program. Hearings of 
this committee have been filled with examples of the weaknesses of this program 
and the abuses to which it is subject by its very nature. The hearings this year 
include further examples of the waste and inefficiencies which are inherent in 
the program.” 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The following table illustrates the effect of the House action on possible new 
contract signup for the 1960 calendar year program: 


1960 program authorization 


[Millions of dollars] 


| Budget esti House bill, 
mate, 1960 1960 


Program atthorization , a 
Annual payments on prior programs and reestablishment costs 


Authorization estimated available for new contracts under the 1960 program. 
Applied to annual rental payments 
Applied to practice payments 


1 Represents about 5,009,000 acres. 
2? Represents about 2,300,000 acres. 


If the conservation reserve program is to make a significant contribution in 
the adjustment of agricultural production, the authorization available each year 
should be adequate to permit acceptance of a realistic percentage of the crop- 
land acres which it is anticipated will be offered. The $375 million requested 
in the President’s budget for the 1960 program would permit the acceptance 
of an estimated 5 million acres now devoted to production of unneed«d crops. 

The record of the conservation reserve program to date demonstrates a posi- 
tive means of meeting the problem of the present surplus production by taking 
eligible cropland out of production and also providing for conservation of soil 
and water resources for future use. 

A preliminary survey in 102 selected counties formed the basis for a recent 
Department estimate that the acres expected to be under conservation reserve 
contract in 1959 might otherwise have been devoted to crops and production 
as show below: 


Production reduced 
Acres 
reduced 
(thousand) | Thousand Unit of 
production 


NN J Peak 3, 697 | 142, 671 | Bushels. 
Wheat 2, 356 15, 002 Do 
Cotton 571 378 | Bales. 
Peanuts... -- . 133 103, 786 | Pounds. 
Oats...- ; : 3, 609 | 123, 780 | Bushels 
Barley 2 1, 335 36, 178 | 

Soy beans . 968 18, 389 | 

Grain sorghum. .----. : ‘ 3, 547 | 83, 352 

Hay equivalent ae | 3,711 5, 605 | Tons. 


The Department strongly recommends that the advance authorization be 
restored to $375 million, the amount proposed in the 1960 budget. 
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SOIL BANK PROGRAM 
CONSERVATION RESERVE 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2119) 
(Senate hearing, p. 553) 
Provision imposing $3,000 maximum payment to individual per year. 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 19, line 2, after ‘contract period:”, strike out “Provided further, That 


no part of these funds shall be used to enter into contracts to pay compensation 
to any individual or corporation in excess of $3,000 per annun: :” 


HOUSE REPORT 


The House report did not comment on this provision. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The application of a $3,000 payment limitation to any one individual would 
seriously impair the effectiveness of this program. An administrative limit of 
$5,000 on annual rental payments has been in effect since the inception of 
the program in 1956. Cost share assistance on the acreage contracted during 
1959 was on the same basis as under the agricultural conservation program 
for similar practices. These practice payments were for the amounts necessary 
to assure adequate conservation protection for the cropland under contract 
and retired from production. 

To impose a $3,000 overall limit on both annual and cost share payments would 
virtually nullify all production adjustment possibilities of this program. The 
contract obligations to which a producer must agree in signing a conservation 
reserve contract would prevent many farmers from participating on such a 
limited scale if the restriction is imposed. This is especially true in the wheat 
growing areas of our country where the present $5,000 limit on annual payments 
has proven to be a very limiting factor in obtaining under the program an ade- 
quate acreage now devoted to wheat production. This provision would for all 
practical purposes eliminate effective whole farm participation everywhere. 
Program analysis shows that most farmers are interested in contracting entire 
units and the best results are obtained when an entire producing cropland unit 
is taken out of production. 

The Department urgently recommends the deletion of the language inserted by 
the House. 


SOIL BANK PROGRAM 
CONSERVATION RESERVE 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2119) 
(Senate hearings, p. 553) 


Proviso restricting contract term to 5 years and requiring annual rental pay- 
ments to be based on actual production diverted. 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 19, lines 12-17, after “entered into:”, strike out “Provided further, That 
no part of these funds may be used to enter into contracts for a period in excess 
of five years or to pay annual rentals in excess of a fair rental value of land placed 
under contract, such fair rental value to be based on the actual production 
diverted each year”. 
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HOUSE REPORT 










(P. 23) 







“The testimony presented this year also raises a fundamental question as to 
the real purpose of the conservation reserve program. The Assistant Secretary 
in charge stated during the hearings that the ‘primary purpose of the program 
is to divert cropland from production of excessive supplies of agricultural 
commodities.’ In view of the fact that the acreage reserve program did not prove 
effective in reducing production and was discontinued upon recommendations of 
the President and the Secretary, it is difficult to understand how the conserva- 
tion reserve in its present form can be expected to accomplish this purpose. 

“Since the primary justification for continuation of the conservation reserve 
is to reduce production, the committee has included language in the bill which 
wiil require that payments for land retirement be based on the value of actual 
production reduced. 

“The conservation reserve may have some value as a conservation program, 
since one of its objectives is to put cover crops on land retired from production 
and place it in a stand-by reserve. In the opinion of a majority of the members 
of the subcommittee, however, this conservation objective can be handled in a 
much more effective way through the other soil conservation programs of the 
Department, particularly the agricultural conservation program, commonly re- 
ferred toas ACP. 

“During the hearings, it was estimated that the conservation reserve program 
will cost between $2.5 and $3 billion during the 15-year period provided by the 
present Soil Bank Act. If extended another 3 years, as recommended by the 
President, it will cost another $1.5 to $2 billion. This is a total possible cost to 
the taxpayer of between $4 and $5 billion. In view of the potential size of the 
commitments which can be made under this long-range program, the committee 
has included language in the bill to limit contracts to a period of 5 years. It is 
hoped that such a provision may help to hold down this tremendous expenditure 
in future years. 

“The committee has not included language in the bill limiting the placing 
of entire farms in the conservation reserve. It is the opinion of the subcom- 
mittee, however, that the removing of any sizable number of farms in their 
entirety in any given community would do far more damage to the local com- 
munity than any benefit which might come from such added reducticn in farm 
output. The Department is urged to proceed very cautiously on this matter.” 

































JUSTIFICATION 










The above provision inserted by the House would seriously reduce the long- 
range benefits of this program in reducing production of agricultural com- 
modity surpluses. No contracts at present are being written for longer than 
10-year periods, except where tree planting stocks are not available. Farmers 
have been given an option on contract length but have been encouraged to 
accept the longer periods. Where cost share assistance is provided, the con- 
tract period must be at least 5 years. More adequate land use adjustment can 
be obtained under the longer term contracts. It should be pointed out that 
the 10-year periods encourage more interest in the permanent shift of cropland 
to forest and permanent grass usage. There is no evidence that the retired 
cropland will be needed within the next 10 years. 

The House provision is not specific as to how actual production diverted each 
year should be determined. Serious administrative complications would arise 
in attempting to apply this proviso. The part of the proviso. “ * * * such fair 
rental value to be based on the actual production diverted each year,” is unclear, 
and if interpreted literally, is unworkable. It does not set any base period 
against which diversion may be measured. Even if a specific base period 
were named, such base might represent a bountiful year when weather was 
favorable and the crop was heavily fertilized. If the first year under contract 
is one of bad weather with low fertilization, the diversion from that year’s 
potential production might be enormous and result in an exorbitant payment 
rate. Or, with converse assumptions the diversion conceivably could be small or 
even a negative amount. Thus, the rental would fluctuate from year to year 
depending primarily on weather. Furthermore, a farmer may, as a result of 
his participation in the soil bank, change his method of farming. For example, 
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a former grain farmer may shift to hay production, or a cottongrower could 
abandon cotton and pasture cattle or produce poultry on his uncontracted crop- 
jand. It is not known how diversion would be determined under such circum- 
stances. Farmers would be reluctant to sign contracts which do not state clearly 
what the rental rate will be each year during the life of the contract. 

Farm production data for past years are not available in the vast majority 
of cases. Farmers’ estimates for the purpose contemplated in the bill could not 
generally be expected to be reliable. Efforts to adjust questionable estimates 
would be costly, controversial and time consuming. The system employed in 
the 1959 program of having local committees base rental payments on productiv- 
ity indexes representing relationships between farms under normal conditions 
is fair, sound and has worked well. It should be permitted to continue. 

The Department strongly recommends the deletion of the language inserted 
by the House, 


SOIL BANK PROGRAM 
ACREAGE RESERVE 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2233) 
(Senate hearings, p. 558) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $279,450,000 appropriated in 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1959) 


Budget estimate, 1960____- 
House allowance, 1960 


House reduction 
AMENDMENT REQUESTED 
Page 19, line 18, after line 17, insert the following: 
ACREAGE RESERVE 


“For necessary expenses to carry out liquidation activities for the acreage 
reserve program conducted in accordance with the provisions of subtitles A and 
C of the Soil Bank Act (7 U.S.C. 1821-1824 and 1802-1814), $1,050,000.” 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 22-23) 


“The acreage reserve program was discontinued after the 1958 crop year. 
Final liquidation of the program will be carried out in the fiscal year 1960. 
This will involve handling of violations of agreements, adjustment of payments, 
claims, preparation of records of individual payments, and other liquidation 
activities. * * * 

“No funds have been approved for liquidation of the acreage reserve program. 
It is recommended that these liquidating functions be performed by the regular 
staff handling the conservation reserve. There appears to be no reason to main- 
tain a separate staff for this purpose.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The House action in eliminating all funds under this program would require 
that liquidation costs be charged to the conserva‘ion reserve program funds. 
The House has also recommended a reduction of 31,318,000 in administrative 
funds for that program. The effect of charging acreage reserve activities 
to the conservation reserve program in 1960 would be to increase the reduction 
by an additional $1,050,000. The workload under the conservation reserve pro- 
gram in the fiscal year 1959 at all organization levels is considerably heavier 
than was anticipated when the 1959 estimate was submitted. Demands for 
increased funds from ASC State and county offices have been far in excess of 
amounts available. Due to the cumulative nature of the workload each year 
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as more contracts require servicing, the workload and fund requirements in 
1960 will be considerably heavier. All funds requested for the conservation 
reserve program will be required for that purpose. 

No separate staff is contemplated for acreage reserve liquidation activities. 
The amount requested was estimated to be the amount required to pay the cost 
of doing liquidation work on the acreage reserve program by existing personnel, 
the bulk of whose salary cost was included in the budget estimates for the 
conservation reserve and other programs. The bucget estimate of $1,050,000 
would provide an average of about $266 for each ASC county office, an average 
of about $3,750 for each ASC State office, $20,000 for national office expenses of 
the Commodity Stabilization Service, and $50,000 for the Office of the General 
Counsel. 

During fiscal year 1960, there will be a large number of claims, adjustments, 
violation proceedings, and litigation yet to be handled by the General Counsel's 
Office under the acreage reserve program and the State and county ASC offices 
will of necessity have considerable work in connection with these matters. There 
are presently in court some 40 acreage reserve violation cases involving the 1956 
and 1957 acreage reserve program in which the Office of the General Counsel 
will be required to prepare the case for trial and, in some instances, to assist 
in the actual trial of the case. There are about 20 cases in the General Counsel's 
office pending referral to the Department of Justice. In addition, new violations 
are continually being reported for both 1956 and 1957 which will require sub- 
stantial legal services. Moreover, the great majority of the violations and 
irregularities under the 1958 acreage reserve program will not be referred to 
the Office of the General Counsel until fiscal year 1960. Certainly the cases 
arising under the 1958 program will not reach the stage of formal proceedings 
or litigation until fiscal year 1960. Final liquidation may not be achieved for 
several years after 1960. 

The Department recommends restoration of the budget estimate. 

However, if the Senate concurs with the House action in eliminating the 
acreage reserve as a separate item, the Department urges that the appropriation 
and the administrative expense limitation for the conservation reserve be in- 
creased by $1,050,000, the estimated liquidation costs in the fiscal year 1960. 


FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
LOAN AUTHORIZATIONS 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1921) 


(Senate hearings, 


Loan authorizations, 1959____. eee : ; $209, 500, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960 173, 000, 000 
House allowance, 1960__~__- : a * 206, 000, 000 


House increase________- sia 33, 000, 000 


2 Excludes $20,000,000 contingency loan authorization. 
AMENDMENTS REQUESTED 


Page 22, line 18, strike out “$24,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$12,000, 
000” to restore the estimate. 

Page 22, line 24, strike out “$180,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof ‘$160,000; 
000” to restore the estimate. 

Page 22, line 25, strike out “$2,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$1,000,000” 
to restore the estimate. 

Page 23, lines 5-13, after 1952, strike out ‘“*: Provided further, That an addi- 
tional amount, not to exceed $20,000,000, may be borrowed under the same terms 
and conditions to the extent that such amount is required during fiscal year 
1960 under the then existing conditions for the expeditious and orderly conduct 
of the loan programs under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, 
not to exceed $5,000,000 of which shall be available for loans under title I and 
section 43 of title IV of such Act, as amended” 
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HOUSE REPORT (PP. 26-27) 


“Loan autiorizations—For the lending programs of the Farmers’ Home 
Administration for fiscal year 1960, the bill includes a total loan authorization 
of $206,000,000. This authorization includes $24,000,000 for farm ownership 
loans, $180,000,000 for farm operation (production and subsistence) loans, and 
$2,000,000 for soil and water conservation loans. In addition, the bill provides 
a $20,000,000 contingency authorization for the two major programs. 

“The buaget cecrease for farm ownership loans was based on the expected 
increased use of the insured loan program in 1960. In the past, however, the 
insured loan program has not provided sufficient funds to meet the need. The 
committee has restored the 1959 level of funds for this purpose to make certain 
that sutticient funds are available in the event private funds are not provided. 

“The committee has not gone along with the proposed decrease in funds 
for production and subsistence loans. The total loans for this purpose in 1958 
were $176 million, and it is estimated that $180 million will be used in 1959. 
In view of the difficult problem facing most farmers during this period of 
declining net income, the committee does not feel that a cut in these loan funds 
is advisable at this time. 

“There has been a substantially reduced demand for soil and water conser- 
vation loans, apparently due to the more adequate rainfall in many areas of 
the country in recent years. Accordingly, the committee has agreed to most 
of the reduction for this type of loan recommended in the 1960 budget. 

“It is pointed out again that these funds are not appropriations but are 
authorizations to borrow from the Treasury, with repayment of principal and 
interest due from the borrower. ‘Total collections in 1959 are estimated to be 
over $216 million. For 1960, the estimate is $231 million, which will exceed 
the loan authorizations recommended in the 1960 bill by $25 million.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimates were predicated on providing loans for a reasonable 
number of applicants in 1960, consistent with the need to keep current Fed- 
eral expenditures to the minimum. The loan authorizations proposed in the 
budget provide for a substantial loan program, and will enable the Department 
to meet the most urgent needs of borrowers for direct loans, Therefore, the 
Department recommends restoration of the budget estimate. 


FARMERS’ HOME ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1921) 
(Senate hearings, p. 475) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $2,100,000 provided by the 2d Sup- 
plemental Appropriation Act, 1959) $31, 189, 500 


Budget estimate, 1960 : 300, 000 
House allowance, 1960___._________-_- se inl ti is SR cai 30, 300, 000 


House reduction_____ : sadenr rece aisiekgaecasaiabiccebos ‘ 1, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 23, line 19, strike out “$30,300,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$31,- 
800,000", and increase of $1,000,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT (P. 27) 


“The committee has approved $30,300,000 for the administrative costs of this 
agency for fiscal year 1960. This is $778,950 less than appropriated for fiscal 
year 1959 and is a reduction of $1 million in the budget estimate. 

“Due to improved crop conditions in the past several years, the disaster 
loan work of this organization has decreased, particularly in the Southwest 
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and middle Great Plains States. Disaster loans have decreased from $63.5 
million in 1958 to an estimated $58.5 million in 1959 and an estimated $49 mil- 
lion in 1960. Accordingly, the committee has made a small reduction in ad- 
ministrative expenses.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


The House apparently predicated the reduction of $1 million for salaries 
and expenses on a reduction in disaster loan work for which both loans and 
administrative expenses are financed from the disaster loan revolving fund, 
not from the appropriation for salaries and expenses under consideration. It 
is true that the disaster loan activity is less in 1959 than in 1958 and some 
earlier years. Conceivably, this activity might be even less in 1960, although 
this is only a possibility since the conditions which prompt the need for dis- 
aster loans often do not develop until well into the crop year and often as late 
as the harvesting season. In any event, any reduction in the disaster loan 
activity should not be related to the appropriation for salaries and expenses. 

To the extent there is a reduction in disaster loan activity in 1960, such a 
reduction will be recognized by the Department in connection with the allot- 
ment of funds from the Disaster Loan Revolving Fund to the Farmers Home 
Administration for administrative expenses in 1960. The allotment from the 
revolving fund for administrative expenses cannot be in excess of the cost of 
work related to activities under the fund. Therefore, a reduction in the allot- 
ment would be in addition to the cut made by the House under “Salaries and 
expenses.”’ 

The Farmers Home Administration in recent years has reduced its personnel 
to a point where further reductions in some areas are not feasible if minimum 
service is to be given to all areas of the country and offices are to be maintained 
in sufficient number to make the agency’s services reasonably accessible to 
farmers. Since 1953, the national office has been reduced from 288 to 196, the 
national finance office from 599 to 390, and State and county offices from 4,316 
to less than 4,200. During this period, the annual dollar volume of loans has 
increased from $229 million to about $3860 million and the principal balance of 
loans outstanding has increased from $675 million to over $1 billion. If the 
House cut stands, it will be necessary to close some county offices, even after 
reducing further the personnel at other organizational levels within the 
Administration. 

Restoration of the reduction of $1 million is strongly recommended by the 
Department. 


FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES—TRANSFER FROM “FARM TENANT-MORTGAGE FUND” 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2109) 
(Senate hearings, p. 475) 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Pages 23, line 20, strike out “$1,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$1,100,000”, 
an increase of $100,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
The House report did not comment on the reasons for the reduction. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimate proposed to increase from $1 million to $1,100,000 the 
amount authorized to be transferred to the 1960 “Salaries and expenses” appro- 
priation from the “Farm tenant-mortgage insurance administrative fund.” 
These funds are derived from one-half of 1 percent charge on outstanding 
insured loan principal balances owed by borrowers receiving insured loans 
under title I of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, and under 
the act of August 28, 1937, as amended. It has been the practice to utilize for 
administrative expenses in the budget year the amount collected from this 
source in the current year. While it was estimated that only about $1 million 
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would actually be collected in 1959, it is very possible that the 1959 collections 
will be greater and the proposed change to $1,100,000 is intended to permit the 
use of not to exceed this amount should it become available to provide for 
possible increased activity beyond present estimates. 

The Department recommends that the budget estimate of $1,100,000 be 
restored. 


OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House Hearings, pt. 3, p. 2077) 
(Senate Hearings, p. 675) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $240,750 provided by the 2d Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1959) $3, 208, 750 


Budget estimate, 1960 3, 310, 500 
House allowance, 1960_ 300 


House reduction 200 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 24, line 5, strike out “$3,115,300” and insert in lieu thereof “$3,310,500”, 
an increase of $195,200 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT (P. 28) 


“An appropriation of $3,115,300 is recommended for the coming year for this 
ofice. This is a reduction of $93,450 below the 1959 appropriation, and is 
$195,200 less than the budget estimate. 

“The justifications presented to the committee indicate that this Office expects 
to receive transfers from other agencies of the Department during the fiscal 
year 1960 of $195,200. A budget reduction in this amount is recommended, 
therefore. 

“Much of the work of this organization is stereotyped and, in the opinion of 
the committee, can be handled more effectively with a smaller staff. A reduc- 
tion in the budget request is recommended, therefore, to encourage the new 
General Counsel to organize this activity on a more modest and efficient basis.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimate of $3,310,500 for salaries and expenses was predicated on 
the assumption that this amount together with transfers of $195,200 would 
provide a total of $3,505,700 to carry on the activities of the Office at a minimum 
level. The following tabulation reflects the total funds available for the Office 
under the budget estimate and under the House bill: 


Source of funds Budget House House 
estimate bill reduction 


Appropriation: Salaries and expenses $3, 310, 500 $3, 115, 300 $195, 200 
Allotments from appropriations for: 

Acreage reserve program ‘i 50, 000 

Conservation reserve program 116, 000 
Allotment from the disaster loan, etc., revolving fund 29, 200 


Total 3, 505, 700 


The House action has the effect of reducing the appropriation by $195,200. 
Transferred funds finance only a part of the total activity of the Office. They do 
not take the place of the salaries and expenses appropriation since transferred 
funds can be used only for particular activities and may not be used to finance 
the general work of the Office of the General Counsel. 
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Vigorous efforts have been made to eliminate much of the routine type of work 
the Office has performed in the past, so that its entire attention may be given to 
important legal matters. Generally contracts, agreements, leases, and surety 
bonds now are not referred for legal clearance. The agencies present only new or 
unusual problems in connection with these instryements. Local designated attor- 
neys are providing most of the review of title evidence to determine the adequacy 
for security in connection with real estate type loans made by the Farmers Home 
Administration. In regard to all services of the Office, form letters and docu- 
ments have been developed where feasible to relieve the attorneys of the necessity 
of preparing recurring types of correspondence and documents: 

Although the Offi’e is responsible for providing all legal services for the De- 
partment, it has no control over the volume or types of matters referred for its 
attention. The work depends entirely on the programs and work activities of 
the Department's agencies. During the past 7 years the programs of the Depart- 
ment have expanded as evidenced by the fact that the number of full-time em- 
ployees on the rolls of the Department increased from 64,587 on June 30, 1952, to 
80,851 on June 30, 1958, an increase of 25 percent. During this same period, the 
full-time employments in the Office of the General Counsel dropped from 447 on 
June 30, 1952, to 411 on June 30, 1958, a reduction of 8 percent. 

The overall effect of this reduction of $195,200 would be delays or inability to 
comply with all requests for legal assistance. The attention that would be given 
to program proposals and related matters to determine legal sufficiency would be 
curtailed. This could well result in more claims and litigation that weuld be 
time consuming both to this Department and the Department of Justice. 

The Department urgently requests restoration of the budget estimate for this 
appropriation. 

The effects of the House action, if sustained, are explained in more detail in 
the following paragraphs: 


Rural electrification and tclephone programs 

The assistance which this Office has provided REA borrowers in controversies 
and litigation with respect to the protection of service areas and in connection 
with construction and wholesale supply problems are examples of the areas 


where assistance would have to be reduced. These are typical of the matters 
which the borrowers cannot effectively, if at all, furnish themselves and for 
which the borrowers have clearly expressed their need. 


Farmers home programs 


The effect on the legal work for Farmers Home Administration would be the 
reduction of the amount collected in liquidation of loans and security and a 
delay in other loan servicing actions necessitating legal action. A great many 
old loan claims originating in the 1930’s and early 1940's are still being received, 
administrative settlement of which has been impossible. A number of large 
claims arising out of emergency loans are in process of litigation. These are 
usually complicated by claims of other creditors on the same property secur- 
ing the Farmers Home Administration loan. These require prompt and vigor- 
ous action to protect the interest of the Government. Delays in security serv- 
icing involving the preparation of leases, releases, subordinations. transfers, 
and refinancing not only may occasion loss to the Government but provoke 
justifiable annoyance of borrowers and other interested parties. 

Marketing and regulatory programs 

The marketing and regulatory laws field of activity of the Office is concerned 
substantially with administrative and judicial litigation resulting from admin- 
istration of some 50-odd regulatory and service programs. The Office must 
provide legal services but necessarily has no control over the volume of litiga- 
tion and is subject to the procedural deadlines inherent in litigation procedures. 

The enactment of the Poultry Products Inspection Act, the mandatory aspects 
of which became effective January 1, 1959, and Public Law 85-909, amending 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, which substantially expanded the De 
partment’s jurisdiction with respect to livestock transactions in interstate com- 
merce, has inevitably resulted in a large increase of a continuing nature in the 
volume of legal work required of the Office of the General Counsel. 

With respect to the Poultry Products Inspection Act, the bill passed by the 
House provides for a $2 million increase in appropriation for the administration 
of this program which will result in expansion of the program to cover a great 
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number of additional processors of poultry. The 1959 appropriation for admin- 
istration of enforcement of the Packers and Stockyards Act contained a sub- 
stantial increase over 1958, while no increase was provided for the Oftice of the 
General Counsel for the increased legal services under this program, resulting 
in a substantial increase in the backiog of pending cases. The bill passed by 
the House for the fiscal year 1960 provides for a further increase of $250,000 
for the administration of enforcement of this program and again no provision is 
made for the cost of increased legal services. 

The requirements for legal services in the field of marketing and regulatory 
laws have been progressively increasing in recent years, while at the same time 
the professional staff available for the rendering of these services has substan- 
tially decreased. The result has been that delays and backlogs have developed 
which have an adverse effect upon the programs being serviced. This result 
has been unavoidable, although calculated risks were taken by reason of the 
need of limiting legal services to the minimum necessary to the effectuation of 
the programs. Any further reduction in the servicing of these programs would 
result in delays and risk taking which could seriously impair the effectuating of 
the programs. 

In the field of litigation, both administrative and judicial, which constitutes 
the vast majority of the legal servicés required in this field, the volume of work 
is not susceptible of control by the Office. Failure or delay in initiating enforce- 
ment action nullifies the work of administrative officials and seriousiy impairs 
the effectuation of the programs, and a substantial portion of the litigation is 
initiated at the discretion of private parties where the Department has no choice 
in the matter; e.g., complicated rate cases and reparation cases. 

Although increases were requested for legal services in only two of the regula- 
tory law programs; namely, the new Poultry Products Inspection Act which 
imposes regulation upon all persons engayed in processing or delivery poultry 
products in interstate commerce and the expansion of the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act to regulate additional stockyards in excess of 1,000, as well as thou- 
sands of persons engaged in trading in livestock in interstate commerce who here- 
tofore were not subject to regulation, the requirements for legal services in 
connection with the other regulatory programs administered by the Department 
have continued the progressive increase which has been apparent in the last few 
years. In the packers and stockyards field in the last fiscal year there has been 
an increase of 150 percent in the number of administrative proceedings insti- 
tuted with the percentage increase with respect to complicated packer monopo- 
listic and restraint of trade cases being substantially greater. 

In the field of marketing agreements and orders the number of orders has 
increased in the last 10 years from 54 in 1949 to 106 at the close of fiscal year 
1958. By March of this year this number had increased to 117 orders regu- 
lating markets throughout the United States. This increase in orders has 
resulted not only in substantial requirements of legal services in connection 
with administrative hearings, both rulemaking and adjudicative, but also a very 
substantial increase in court litigation. The handling of the legal services for 
this expanded program demonstrates the relative increase in program and de- 
crease in available personnel heretofore referred to in that in 1949 10 attorneys 
in Washington were assigned full time to these order programs, whereas at 
present, with twice the number of orders, 6 attorneys are so assigned. Relative 
ratios of manpower to workload in these respective periods prevail with respect 
to the Packers and Stockyards Act and other regulatory programs. 

The Department under a mandate of Congress represents the agricultural 
community in proceedings before the Interstate Commerce Commission and other 
regulatory bodies involving freight rates and practices relating to farm com- 
modities. The legal services in connection with this activity have required 
approximately 3 attorney man-years and during the last fiscal year the two 
fully experienced attorneys who devoted all of their time to this work resigned 
to accept more remunerative positions. Presently with 62 cases pending before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission and other regulatory bodies in which the 
Department is a party, the situation of meeting litigation deadlines is critical 
and it is essential that the vacated positions be filled which will be impossible 
with the reduction in funds available under the House bill. 
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LIBRARY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 2057) 
(Senate hearings, p. 686) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $59,500 provided by the 2d Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1959) $831, 500 


Budget estimate, 1960 932, 600 
House allowance, 196 900, 000 


House reduction 32, 600 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 25, line 24. strike out “$900,000” and insert in lieu thereof $932,600,” 
an increase of $32,600 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT (P. 29) 


“An appropriation of $900,000 is provided for this activity for fiscal year 
1960. This is an increase of $71,660 over the 1959 funds, and is $82,600 less 
than the 1960 estimate. 

“The increase is recommended to enable the Department to conduct an inten- 
sive review of the library collection to eliminate unnecessary material and to 
provide for preservation of valuable agricultural publications. This work is 
essential if the library is to meet the demands made upon it by research and 
other scientific personnel of the Department.” 


JUSTIFICATION 


The budget estimate proposed a total increase of $98,000 for the library in 
the fiscal year 1960 to carry out a comprehensive review of the library collec- 
tion, to eliminate unnecessary material, and to provide adequately for preserva- 
tion of valuable agricultural publications ($88,000): and to meet increased 
eosts of land-grant college and university contract services ($10,000). The 
House reduced this increase by $32,600. This action by the House would extend 
the time required to complete the intensive review of the library collection. In 
addition, it would not permit the library to perform its responsibility for pro- 
viding library services to Department employees, particularly research scientists, 
as effectively as had been contemplated under the budget estimate. 

The Department library, as one of the Nation’s—and the world’s—primary 
sources of scientific information, provides rapid access to large fields of scien- 
tific research. The library is responsible for keeping abreast of the ever- 
increasing volume of scientific literature in the field of agriculture and the 
related sciences and making such literature available to the Department’s 
scientists. It is a generally accepted fact that access to literature on pre- 
vious research can substantially increase the effectiveness of the work of 
scientists. 

In order that the Library may relieve the overcrowded conditions in its 
shelves and thereby permit more efficient library services, the budget estimate 
proposed the increase of $88,000 to cover the first phase of a 3-year program 
for the inventory and culling of the collection. The House action would 
result in extending the time reonired to comnlete this intensive review and 
would result in additional aceumulatious of material, higher cost for replace- 
ment issues of publications, additional critical space problems, and continued 
inability to serve the scientists in the most efficient manner. 

During the course of the hearings on the 1960 estimates for the Library, the 
Department discussed with the Appropriations Committees the need to strengthen 
its field library services. It is proposed to do this by permitting those Depart- 
ment agencies which require substantial library services in the field to provide 
such services to their own employees under criteria and standards prescribed 
by the Department Librarian. The House Committee on Appropriations, in 
its report (p. 29), concurred in the Department’s proposal. If the Senate 
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committee also concurs in this proposal, the present contracts with four land- 
grant colleges and universities will be canceled. In order to provide library 
service to field employees of the Department who are now receiving services 
from these college libraries (under contract), the main Library in Washington 
will assume the task of furnishing library materials to workers other than 
those having access to library facilities, the answering of requests for reference 
aid, and the compilation of special bibliographies for the field employees. As 
discussed with the Senate Appropriations Committee in the hearings on this 
item, the budget increase of $10,000 for increased costs for land-grant college 
contracts will be needed for the increased services to be rendered by the Library 
in Washington to field employees. 

Therefore, the Department urgently recommends the restoration of the House 
cut of $32,600 for this item. 


COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 
RESTORATION OF CAPITAL IMPAIRMENT 
(House hearings, pt. 3, p. 1852) 
(Senate hearings, p. 559) 
Appropriation, 1959 $1, 760, 399, 886 


Budget estimate, 1960 ; . P 1, 535, 424, 413 
House allowance, 1960 1, 435, 424, 413 


House reduction 100, 000, 000 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 26, line 20, strike out “$1,435,424,413” and insert in lieu thereof “$1,535,- 
424.413,” an increase of $100 million to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 30) 


“Restoration of capital impairment.—The committee recommends $1,435,424,- 
413 for restoration of capital impairment of the Corporation through June 30, 
1958. This is $324,975,473 less than the 1959 appropriation, and is a reduction 
of $100 million in the 1960 estimate. 

“A breakdown of the budget request is as follows: 


Price support program : Millions 
PURITAN i sais cial ats ere ecenesteeee bert ae cn hac Si ced ted ge | 
Mandatory nonbasic commodities_____ ND cae echay a hac eo eatcn aba a sd antes 251 
ME RDY RuCererereeean’ COCremeR eo 101 
Rr aR ie als hk cima dadiainienianiakne te ee 11 

POUL, TEICHS BC sa noo ss aes nomen aces gl 

Commodity export program 101 

Special milk program ; . ; 66 

Interest, administrative and other (net) ‘ 361 


Total : te 1, 535 


“As discussed in considerable detail earlier in this report, the committee 
recommends a cut of $100 million in this item for 1960. This reduction is 
made to encourage the Corporation to make greater efforts to sell commodities 
in world markets at competitive prices. Such a sales effort will result in great 
Savings in-sterage, interest, and handling, and will enable the Corporation to 
meet its obligations from sales proceeds rather than from appropriated funds.” 
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JUSTIFICATION 


The House action in ‘reducing the estimate would decrease the financial re- 
sources of the Corporation in 1960 by $100 million and would abrogate the re- 
quirement contained in the act of March 8, 1938, as amended, 15 U.S.C, 713a-1, 
to sustain the capital investment of the U.S. Government in the Corporation at 
$100 million. This act states that in the event “the net worth of the Corporation 
is less than $100 million, the Secretary of the Treasury, on behalf of the United 
States, shall restore the amount of such capital impairment by a contribution 
to the Corporation in the amount of such impairment.” The Treasury appraisal 
of the assets and liabilities of the Corporation has established the capital im- 
pairment as of June 30, 1958, at $1,535,424,413—the amount requested. This 
represents actual realized losses incurred in the fiscal year 1958 and includes 
losses on sales, donations, export payments, interest costs, and operating ex- 
penses. No action by the Corporation in the future will alter the operating 
losses for that period and the $100 million can be restored to use by the Corpo- 
ration only by the appropriation of that amount by the Congress in accordance 
with the act of March 8, 1988, as amended. 

The direct effect of this reduction would be a reduction of $100 million in avail- 
able funds for the mandatory price-support programs of the Corporation during 
fiscal year 1960. It would also result in an increase of about $4 million in the 
interest costs of the CCC during the fiscal year 1960, since the Corporation will 
have to pay interest on this amount until it is appropriated. 

In the explanation of the pronosed reduction the House states its purpose is 
to encourage the Corporation to make greater efforts to sell commodities in world 
markets at competitive prices. The Corporation has always striven to do this, 
but it also had other factors to consider. The sales policy of the Corporation 
was designed so that all CCC-owned commodities would be offered for sale on 
the world market in such volume consistent with the U.S. Government's inter- 
national relationships and commitments with other friendly nations and without 
seriously disrupting the domestic markets. The Department feels that it has 
been carrying out the intent of the Congress in its sales policy considering all of 
the complex factors involved. It assures the Congress of its continued efforts 
toward orderly disposition of its holdings as required by law. 

In its commodity export payment-in-kind program, the Corporation is endeav- 
oring to encourage the flow of surplus commodities into world markets through 
commercial trade channels in order to siphon off many commodities which other- 
wise would have come into the Commodity Credit Corporation through its price- 
s’pport program. The Department feels this is a sound method of attacking 
the problem since it eliminates Government handling of commodities bv the max- 
imum possible amount. However, it cannot be accomplished overnight; it is a 
long-range approach. Reducing the funds available to the Corporation by $100 
million is not a sound way to accomplish the desired purpose and will not remove 
the obstacles which prevent an unrestricted sales program. 

Current estimates of the Corporation’s financing requirements during the 
fiscal year 1960 indicate that the Corporation’s borrowing authority may be fully 
committed before the end of the year. 

In view of the foregoing, the Department strongly urges that the $100 million 
House cut be restored. 


COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE 
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES, COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 
(House hearings, pt. 3, pp. 1869-1874) 

(Senate hearings, p. 561) 


Appropriation, 1959 (includes $4,202,000 provided by the 2d Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act,.1950. 2... 2 pene n Sr a $39, 600, 000 


Budget estimate, 1960 ; 45, 300, 000 
House allowance, 1960 39, 600, 000 


House reduction 
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AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Page 26, line 25, strike out “$39,600,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$45,300,000”, 
an increase of $5,700,000 to restore the estimate. 


HOUSE REPORT 
(P. 30) 


“For the coming fiscal year, the bill includes an authorization of $39,600,000 for 
administrative expenses of the Corporation. This is the same amount as pro- 
vided for 1959 and is a reduction of $5,700,000 in the budget estimate. 

“From all information available it would appear that the workload in fiscal 
year 1959 reached an all-time high. The committee feels, therefore, that the 
1960 operations can be handled within the same administrative expense limita- 
tion.” 

JUSTIFICATION 


2 


The reduction of 35,700,000 in the limitation completely eliminates the 7-percent 
contingency reserve of $3,171,000 included in the budget estimate and further 
decreases by $2,529,000 the funds required to finance the administration of 
authorized program operations of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Contingency reserve.—The appropriation language for the past 4 years has 
included a provision that 7 percent of the total limitation on administrative 
expenses be placed in a contingency reserve. This provides the flexibility re- 
quired because of the difficulty of accurately forecasting administrative expense 
needs which are directly related to program volume. The magnitude of agri- 
cultural production and its impact on the country’s economy determine the Cor- 
poration’s workload and it is not possible to estimate so far in advance of the 
actual planting of the bulk of the crops what portion will eventually be handled 
by the Corporation. In addition, the Choice A and B cotton program for the 
1959 crop provided for in the Agricultural Act of 1958 injected a further uncer- 
tainty in the demands to be made on the Corporation. While it was known that 
it would substantially increase workload, it was not known by how much. Asin 
the past, the reserve would not be used unless released by the Bureau of the 
Budget for unpredicted increases in program volume above those estimated in 
the budget. If the House action is sustained, it would be necessary to make the 
reserve immediately available. This would leave Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration with no flexibility for meeting increased workload which may develop in 
a program over which the Corporation has no control and which now appears 
will exceed original expectations. Any substantial increase in workload after 
enactment of the appropriation bill would require the Corporation to seek sup- 
plemental funds to enable it to maintain and protect its assets as required by law. 

Anticipated increased workload.—The further reduction of $2,529,000 would 
restrict the operations of the Corporation at a time when commodity inventories 
are at an all-time high. The recordbreaking 1958 crops which caused an un- 
precedented volume of loan activity in fiscal year 1959 have made CCC inven- 
tories higher than ever before. Those stocks must be warehoused and cared 
for until disposed of, which means an increase in the paperwork necessary to 
protect the Government’s investment in these inventories. 

The major portion of this work in the field is performed by seven commodity 
offices. For several years these offices have been operating under a detailed 
work-measurement system in which their production can be measured and is 
used in preparing budget estimates. The buildup of agricultural surpluses held 
by the Government is directly responsible for increased administrative needs. 
The more commodities the commodity offices have to handle, the more freight 
bills they have to pay; the more storage bills they pay, the more warehouses 
they examine; the more loading orders they issue and settle, the more of count- 
less other such daily business-type transactions they have to handle. Since 
administrative expense requirements fluctuate with the volume of commodities 
to go under loan, to be acquired, or to be managed, it is not possible to be sure 
how much will be needed a year from now. However, for a given commodity 
Volume, such as is projected in these estimates, it is possible to pinpoint admin- 
istrative needs with a high degree of accuracy. Through the work-measure- 
ment system the administrative expense requirements are estimated on the basis 
of time required per employee for each type of transaction. For example, it is 
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known, and this estimate is based on, an employee processing 20.1 freight bills 
per day, 8.7 storage bills per day, ete. The work-measurement system assures 
that these offices receive only sufficient funds to economically carry out the 
administration of the Corporation's programs. 

It should be pointed out that the estimates in the budget reflected the outlook 
as it appeared in December. More recent estimates based on surveys in March 
of producers’ intentions to plant and the actual results of the Choice A and B 
plan for 1959 cotton indicate further increases above the budget estimates in 
price support extended and eventual acquisitions for the major basic commodi- 
ties—corn, wheat, cotton, and rice. A comparison of current program volume 
for major commodities with the budget estimates, follows: 


Comparison of current program volume for major commodities with estimates shown 
in the 1960 budget 


1959 in 1960 in | 1960 current 
budget budget | estimates 
smetbbdean —— 
i 
Loans made: 
Otis... thousand bushels 480, 000 | 378, 000 505, 000 
Cotton _. : thousand bales !__} 6, 540 , 200 2 
Wheat -_ - _- thousand bushels 547, 500 379, 000 413, 000 
a ns thousand hundredweight__| 8, 000 5, 000 8, 000 
Acquisitions: | 
Corn... : thousand bushels__} 299, 033 | 53, 000 318, 000 
Cotton... ..... thousand bales 2, 366 | , 720 17, 297 
Wheat thousand bushels 501, 697 370, 000 361, 700 
Rice.. thousand hundredweight__| 8, 043 , 050 7,025 
Dispositions: 
Corn thousand bushels 150, 098 800 236, 500 
ner thousand bales__| 3, 030 , 630 10, 620 
...----thousand bushels-. 145, 507 160, 760 166, 000 


1 Reflects shift to a purchase program. 


If allowed to stand, the reduction would have a serious effect on the ability 
of the Corporation to meet its obligations to warehousemen, producers, carriers, 
and others with whom it deals on a daily basis in operating the price-support 
programs as directed by the Congress. It would also result in inadequate man- 
agement of the tremendous inventories of commodities now owned by the Corpora- 
tion and the large additional quantities which will be acquired in the fiscal year 
1960. Efforts at disposing of surpluses in inventory would be hampered and the 
danger of losses would be increased without sufficient administrative expenses. 

It is urgently requested that the $5,700,000 reduction of the House be restored. 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 


EXPLANATION REGARDING AMENDMENT MADE ON House Foor Limitrine CCC 
Loans TO $50,000 


(P. 27, line 18) 


The proviso in the House bill placing a $50,000 limitation on loans is in need 
of clarification on the following points : 

(1) The proviso in the House bill would apply to 1959 crops. It does not appear 
to be proper to apply the limitation to 1959 crops, since the production of 1959 
crops is well underway and farmers planned their farming operations for 1959 
in reliance on the existing price support provisions without any advance notice 
of a limitation on the amount of price support. The attached language would 
make the limitation effective for the 1960 crops. 

(2) The proviso in the House bill applies only to loans. Since price support 
operations are carried out through purchases as well as loans, any limitation, 
to be effective, should apply to both loans and purchases. Under the attached 
language the limitation would apply to purchases as well as loans. 

(3) It is not clear from the language of the proviso in the House bill how it 
would apply. Presumably, the limitation was intended to apply to the total 
amount of price support received by any one person on any single commodity. 
The substitute language would make this clear. 





97 


(4) Under the language of the proviso in the House bill the limitation would 
apply to any CCC loan. A number of the CCC price support programs are carried 
out through loans to cooperatives which in turn make price support advances to 
their members; e.g., the price support programs for tobacco, naval stores, peanuts, 
rice, and beans. The loan to the cooperative, as such, would, of course, exceed 
$50,000. The language of the House proviso would, therefore, seriously impair 
the price support program by preventing the carrying out of price support pro- 
grams through loans to cooperatives. Presumably, this was not iatended. Under 
the attached language, the limitation would not apply to the cooperative market- 
ing organization itself but, instead, would apply to the amount of price support 
received by any person through the cooperative marketing organization. 

(5) Sinee_the limitation in the proviso in the House bill applies to all CCC 
loans, it would, therefore, limit not only price support loans but also loans for 
farm storage facilities, and loans to the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
391(c) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, for the purchase of conser- 
vation materials and services under the ACP program. Presumably, the limita- 
tion was intended to apply only to price support. Under the attached language, 
it would be clear that the limitation applies only to price support. 

(6) Under the proviso in the House bill, no exception is made for a commodity 

such as dairy products where price support is extended on the product of the 
agricultural commodity by purchases from processors and handlers. Under the 
attached language, the limitation would not apply in such case, if the Secretary 
determines that its application is impracticable. 
Provided further, (1) That no part of this authorization shall be used to 
formulate or carry out a price support program for 1960 under which a total 
amount of price support in excess of $50,000 would be extended through loans 
or purchases made or made available by Commodity Credit Corporation to any 
person on the 1960 production of an agricultural commodity; (2) that the term 
“person” shall mean an individual, partnership, firm, joint-stock company, 
corporation, association, trust, estate, or other legal entity, or a State, political 
subdivision of a State, or any agency thereof; (3) that in the case of any loan 
to, or purchase from, a cooperative marketing organization, such limitation shall 
not apply to the amount of price support received by the cooperative marketing 
organization, but the amount of price support made available to any person 
through such cooperative marketing organization shall be included in determining 
the amount of price support received by such person for purposes of such 
limitation; (4) that such limitation shall not apply to price support on an 
agricultural commodity extended by purchases of a product of such commodity 
from, or by loans on such product to, persons other than the producers of such 
commodity if the Secretary of Agriculture determines that it is impracticable 
to apply sueh limitation; and (5) that the Secretary of Agriculture shall issue 
regulations prescribing such rules as he determines necessary to prevent the 
evasion of such limitation. 


(The following data was requested on p. 22: 


Number of farms by economic class, 1950, 1954, and 1958 


[In thousands] 


1958 2 


Number | Percent 
of total 


, 648 


103 
383 
72) 
892 
938 
784 
E oe Sree aca 700 | 
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‘Based on Census of Agriculture postenumeration survey. 
? Estimates based on extrapolation of 1950-54 trends. 
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